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INTRODUCTION 


]VXy principal purposes in this investigation are to assess the role 
played by the Soviet and, at least by implication, the Chinese Com¬ 
munists in the formation of the strategy of the Communist Party of 
India and to present a case study in the postwar development of inter¬ 
national Communist strategy in general. The method employed is to 
analyze in detail the twists and turns of the Indian Communist Party 
line since 1945 and statements relevant to Indian Communist strategy 
emanating from Moscow and, secondarily, Peking in order to detect 
and, as far as possible, explain the degree of correspondence between 
them. 

This approach does not require any evaluation of the Party line 
either to test its adherence to Marxist or Leninist doctrine or to exam¬ 
ine the extent to which it is likely to lead to Communist success in the 
existing Indian environment. One of the assumptions on which this 
study is based is that in the last analysis shifts in a Communist party 
line are due to corresponding earlier shifts in Moscow and perhaps 
Peking rather than to the interpretation of Marxism or Leninism by 
local Communist leaders or the internal conditions of a given country. 
This study therefore does not deal with all types of relations between 
Moscow and the Indian Communists, for example, those in the propa¬ 
ganda field. Nor is this a history of the Communist Party of India. 1 
It is not concerned with the strength and composition of the Party, 
its organization, leadership, and many different activities, or with its 
successes, failures, and prospects except as they illustrate the applica¬ 
tion of various strategies. It is limited to the analysis of one decisive 
aspect of that Party’s history—the development of its party line. 

Given the basic uniformity of Communist strategy throughout the 
non-Communist world and the similarity of the relationships between 
Moscow and the various Communist parties, it follows that this essay 
is as much a case study of the process by which a Communist party 
line is formulated and finally adopted as it is an analysis of Indian 
Communism. 

The Indian rather than any other Communist party was chosen for 

1 
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my investigation for a number of reasons. Among these are, of course, 
both the importance of India as the most powerful non-Communist 
nation in Asia and the most populous one in the world, and India's 
significance in the area in which Communism has made its greatest 
advances in recent years. Equally important was the hope that indi¬ 
rectly some light might be thrown on one element in Sino-Soviet rela¬ 
tions, since both Moscow and Peking could be presumed to have some 
interest in Indian Communist strategy. To these must be added the 
very practical reason of the availability of sources, usually a severely 
limiting factor in research in this field. No other important Asian 
Communist party draws up all its major documents in English, and 
few of them engage to the extent that the Indian Party does in the 
type of public discussion and the publication of the type of documents 
on which my analysis is largely based; nor docs the relevant Soviet 
literature pay as much attention to most of the other Asian Com¬ 
munist parties as it does to the Indian one. Finally, the Indian Com¬ 
munist Party, probably more than any other in Asia, has been subject 
in the postwar years to a number of very sharply marked turns in 
strategy, most of them accompanied by the kind of internal upheaval 
and “self-criticism” that throws much light on the inner workings 
of a Communist party, making it an ideal subject for this kind of 
investigation.* 

Since my interest centers on the development of Communist strategy 
after World War II, this study does not, except in a very few para¬ 
graphs, deal with the evolution of the Indian Party line in the prewar 
and war periods. The switches in international Communist strategy, 
paralleling the sharp changes in the international relations of the 
Soviet Union, in these periods are too familiar to require documenta¬ 
tion or recounting here. The story of the corresponding strategy 
changes of the Indian Communist Party is less widely known, but 
enough of it, supported by many quotations from Communist docu¬ 
ments, emerges in a recent book by M. R. Masani 2 to make it unneces¬ 
sary to piece it together from the original sources. The present study, 
with its detailed analysis of such sources, is confined to the period from 
the end of World War II to the Third Congress of the Communist 
Party of India held at the beginning of 1954. It thus covers fully the 
period when, partly under the influence of the victories of the Chinese 

* Nehru once called it “the most stupid among the Communist parties of the 
world.” Quoted in Frank Moraes, “Can Communism Conquer India?” United Na¬ 
tions World , VII, No. 7 (July 1953), 24-27 and 63, on p. 24. And Chester Bowles 
wrote that “the whole history of the party is a series of major mistakes and somer¬ 
saults.” Ambassador’s Report (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1954), p. 137. 
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Communists, the most significant strategy changes were made in 
Moscow and subsequently applied in India. 

Documentation and distinction of strategies . It has been clear to 
me from the outset that two requirements would have to be met by 
my investigation if its results were to be both reliable and meaningful. 
The first of these is thorough documentation. 

The subject of Communism seems to lend itself peculiarly to specu¬ 
lation, which, though it cannot be proved correct, often cannot be 
disproved either. In order to avoid raising the question of such 
speculation I have limited myself to the interpretation of data that 
could be presented in the study itself. What are appropriate data for 
the study of Communist party strategy? The party's activities, it 
might appear, are its strategy put into action. However, and espe¬ 
cially in the case of a weak, poorly organized, and widely scattered 
party such as the Indian, strategy as envisaged by the top leadership 
is likely to be translated into action but imperfectly and at best belat¬ 
edly. Furthermore, not having observed Indian Communist activities 
at first hand, I would have to rely for their description on the con¬ 
flicting interpretations of varying reliability offered by many writers. 
An analysis of the party’s day-to-day propaganda might provide a 
better clue to its strategy, but propaganda is but an application of 
strategy and not strategy itself; and I am interested here only in the 
latter, regardless of whether and how it is applied in practice, since 
I use the Indian Party’s strategy and especially changes in its strategy 
merely as an index of its relation with Moscow. 

It is my conviction that strategy itself, as distinguished from its 
application, can best be discovered in the official documents of the 
party’s top leadership and, in the case of Soviet expressions on this 
subject, in the so-called “scientific” analyses of some of the members 
of the USSR Academy of Sciences and in other so-called “international 
documents/’ by which delicate term Communist party leaders them¬ 
selves often quite frankly refer to Soviet statements whose policy guid¬ 
ance they follow. It is on these sources that this study is almost exclu¬ 
sively based. While their language often appears obscure at first sight, 
I hope to demonstrate that it is by no means impenetrable and that 
the Communists’ own official and published words can be used to 
reveal the answers to the questions asked here. Careful study of Com¬ 
munist pronouncements can prove far more rewarding than search 
for the secret channels of communication of international Commu¬ 
nism, a search which, even if successful, can tell us nothing about the 
content of the communications. To pursue this more fruitful but 
less spectacular approach, it is necessary to engage in rather detailed 
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analysis of some documents and to use extensive verbatim quotations 
—a procedure that both preserves the original flavor of Communist 
writing and thinking and permits the reader to check for himself the 
data on which my interpretations are based, data that can, in many 
cases, be obtained only with some difficulty in the United States. 

The second requirement that must be met is the consistent adher¬ 
ence to a clear set of criteria for the distinction of various Communist 
strategies. It is manifestly impossible to know which strategy a Com¬ 
munist party is following at any time, to detect changes from one 
strategy to another, and to determine which strategics are advocated 
by various factions if we are not absolutely clear in our minds as to 
what constitutes the distinguishing characteristics of the various strate¬ 
gies and what are the elements common to two or more strategies. 
Terms used to describe strategies must be well defined. The indis¬ 
criminate use of such phrases as “united front/' “popular front," rev¬ 
olutionary/’ “militant," “hard," “soft," “radical," and “moderate" 
simply will not do, for all of these can, as will be seen, be entirely 
meaningless or even grossly misleading. My first chapter is devoted 
to the setting up of a rigorous taxonomic scheme designed to isolate 
the essential features of each Communist strategy. If these are set 
down rather pedantically and without much evidence or proof, it is 
because all the subsequent chapters of this study furnish ample sup¬ 
porting illustrations. The pattern established and the terminology 
used* in the first chapter will be used, often without further explana¬ 
tion, throughout the book, and some familiarity with them is therefore 
a prerequisite for understanding it.f 

Notes for the Introduction 

1. The most useful histories of the Communist Party of India are M. R. Masani, 
The Communist Party of India, A Short History (London: Derek Verschoyie, 1954; 

# It may be noted that to a large extent Communist terminology is used in the 
following discussion, since it is both derived from and applied to the analysis of 
Communist writings. Though quotation marks will generally be omitted for the 
sake of simplicity, it must be remembered that the meaning to be attached to such 
terms as imperialism, feudalism, bourgeoisie, socialism, or national liberation is 
that given to them by the Communists. 

■(■While this scheme is tested in the present study only in its application to the 
strategy of the Indian Communist Party and the Moscow line for Asian Com¬ 
munism, it is my conviction, arrived at on the basis of other research on interna¬ 
tional Communism, that it is applicable to Communist strategy throughout the 
non-Communist world. It is therefore suggested that this classification of Com¬ 
munist strategies may serve as a useful tool of analysis for the study of the strategy 
of any Communist party not in power or that of any Communist international 
organization. 
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New York: Macmillan, 1954) and Madhu Limaye, Communist Party, Facts and 
Fiction (Hyderabad: Chctana Prakashan, February 1951). See also M. R. Masani, 
"The Communisi Party in India,” Pacific Affairs, , XXIV, No. 1 (March 1951), 18-38, 
and, for the post-1916 period, Madhu Limaye, “Indian Communism: The New 
Phase,” ibid., XXVII, No. 3 (September 1954), 195-215, and Morton Schwartz, “The 
Wavering ‘Line’ of Indian Communism,” Political Science Qiiarterly, LXX, No. 4 
(December 1955), 552-572. Less satisfactory historical treatments arc the brief 
pamphlet, S. R. Mohan Das, Communist Activity in India (.1925-1950) (Bombay: 
Democratic Research Service, 1950), and also Ruth Fischer, "The Indian Com¬ 
munist Party,” Russian Research Center, Harvard University, Minutes of the 
Seminar Meeting, July 11, 1952 (mimeographed), as well as her article by the same 
title, based on this lecture, in Far Pastern Sinvey, XXI1, No. 7 (June 1953), 79-84. 
Useful data on the postwar period also appear in |ean A. Curtail, Jr., “Dissension 
Among India’s Communists,” Far Pastern Survey, XIX, No. 13 (July 12, 1950), 132- 
136; W. Gordon Graham, “Communism and South Asia,” The Pacific Spectator, V, 
No, 2 (Spring 1951), 215-231; and Chester Bowles, Ambassador’s Report (New 
York: Haiper & Brothers, 1954), ch. 10. This chapter appeared in somewhat dif¬ 
ferent and briefer form as “The Odds on Communism in India,” Harper’s Magazine, 
Vol. 208, No. 1211 (January 1954), 11-18. An Indian Communist view of the war 
and postwar period may be found in "Review of the Second Congress of Com¬ 
munist Party of India,” People’s Age (Bombay), Maith 21, 1948, Supplement, while 
a Soviet view of the period to 1917 is represented by A. M. Dyakov, “Crisis of 
British Rule in India and the Liberation Struggle of her Peoples,” Crisis of the 
Colonial System (Bombay: People’s Publishing House, 1951), pp. 1-18. The present 
study is briefly summaiized in John H. Kautsky, “Indian Communist Party Strategy 
Since 1947,” Pacific Affairs, XXVIIT, No, 2 (June 1955) , 145-160. 

2. M. R. Masani, The Communist Party of India, Chapters II-V. 



CHAPTER 


THE THREE STRATEGIES OF COMMUNISM 


I. The “Left” and “Right” Strategies 

The central problem of Communist strategy has always been to 
determine who should, at any given time, be considered the main 
enemy and consequently what classes should be accepted as allies of 
Communism and what type of alliance should be entered into with 
them. These three factors, and especially the latter two, furnish the 
crucial distinctions between different Communist strategies. Two 
alternative solutions of this problem formed the bases of the two 
strategies followed by international Communism during its first thirty 
years as an organized movement (except in China, where they were 
both abandoned after twenty or twenty-five years) . In the Commu¬ 
nists’ own terminology,* we may refer to them here simply as the “left” 
and the “right” strategics. 

The “lejt” strategy . The “left” strategy, which can perhaps be 
called the classical strategy of Communism and is often erroneously 
thought to be still in effect, considered capitalism as its main enemy. 
Even in underdeveloped areas the native bourgeoisie was looked upon 
as an enemy on a par with foreign imperialism and native feudalism, 
that is, the landlords and the nobility. This strategy envisaged the 
socialist revolution as its immediate goal. Even in societies which, 
according to the Marxian scheme of historical stages, had not yet 
traversed the capitalist stage, the next revolution was presumed to lay 
the basis for socialism and to merge with or even skip some of the 
phases of the so-called bourgeois-democratic revolution. 

The “left” strategy was an attempt to form a “united front from 
below.” It was based on appeals to workers and also poor peasants, 

* Used particularly while one strategy was in effect to condemn as deviationists 
the followers of the other one. 
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and petty bourgeois elements, both as individuals and as members 
of local organizations affiliated with socialist or “bourgeois" parties 
or, in the underdeveloped countries, so-called bourgeois-nationalist 
movements. These appeals were designed to induce the rank and file 
to leave such parties and join the Communists, either directly or by 
cooperating with them in “united action." Such appeals were there¬ 
fore always coupled with violent denunciations of the top leaders of 
the other parties as servants of the bourgeoisie and of imperialism and 
as traitors to the interests of their rank-and-file followers. Similar 
tactics were followed in the trade-union field in pursuance of this 
“left" strategy. 

The * Wight " strategy. The “right" strategy of Communism regarded 
as its main enemy not capitalism but Fascism and similar movements 
and, in underdeveloped areas, feudalism and foreign imperialism. 
The professed immediate aim of this strategy was the establishment 
or defense of democracy or national liberation, to which social revo¬ 
lution had to be subordinated. It therefore looked forward to a rev¬ 
olution in two stages: first a bourgeois-democratic revolution directed 
against Fascism or imperialism and feudalism, followed later by a 
proletarian-socialist revolution directed against the bourgeoisie and 
capitalism, with the Communists participating in the first as well as 
in the second 

Not being anti-capitalist, the “right" strategy called for an alliance 
of the Communist party with other parties which were recognized 
as anti-Fascist or anti-imperialist and anti-feudal, and which might 
include both labor and bourgeois parties.* Its most important char¬ 
acteristic, which easily distinguished the “right" strategy from the 
other Communist strategies, was, thus, that it involved a united front 
“from above," a “top alliance" with other parties arrived at in agree¬ 
ment with their national party leadership. Similar alliances or even 
mergers of Communist trade unions with socialist and nationalist 
trade unions were also advocated as part of this policy. 

It is clear, then, that the “left" and “right" strategies were designed 

# The “popular front” was broad enough to embrace both of these, whereas the 
“united front from above,” in the narrower sense of this term, was an alliance of 
the Communist party only with a labor or socialist party. In practice this distinc¬ 
tion is not too important, for the really difficult decision for Communists was to 
ally themselves with any strong party and particularly with their most hated 
enemies, the democratic socialists. Since these latter are, in any case, regarded as 
lackeys of the bourgeoisie, once this decision was made, it was easy and usual to 
extend the alliance to at least some left-wing bourgeois parties. We may therefore 
overlook the distinction here and refer to both the popular front and the united 
front from above by the latter term. 
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for diametrically opposite objectives: the united front from below was 
intended to weaken and split the very groups with which the Com¬ 
munists sought to enter an alliance when they were committed to a 
united front from above. The unfortunate fact that the Communists 
referred to both these strategies as ‘‘united front” policies has given 
rise to much confusion and can obscure shifts from one to the other. 
It is all too often overlooked that, in a sense. Communists always 
follow a united front policy and that to state no more than this, as 
is frequently done, without distinguishing between the united fronts 
from above and below, is merely to inform us that they, like all politi¬ 
cal parties, seek to increase their strength. 

Different as the two strategies were, it must be emphasized that in 
both of them the Communist party insisted that it was a proletarian 
party, representing the interests of the workers and secondarily of the 
poor peasantry and petty bourgeoisie but not of the capitalists. It 
remained basically anti-bourgeois even when it entered into alliances 
with certain bourgeois parties and groups in a united front from 
above. 

Until after the Second World War the “left” and the “right” strate¬ 
gics were essentially the only ones pursued by international Commu¬ 
nism. Both found application during the early 1920’s. Then the 
“left” strategy was in effect throughout the late twenties and early 
thirties. It was replaced about 1935 by the “right” strategy, w T hich 
remained in use until 19d7, interrupted only by a return to the “left” 
strategy during the period between the conclusion of the Stalin-Hitler 
Pact in August 1939 and the Nazi invasion of Russia in June 1941. 

II. The Neo-Maoist Strategy 

During the Second World War, the Chinese Communists under 
the leadership of Mao Tse-tung developed a strategy that is funda¬ 
mentally different from the two traditional ones although it unites 
certain of their features. During and immediately after the war, when 
the Chinese Communists seemed to be relatively isolated from the 
international Communist movement, this strategy was apparently not 
understood in Moscow and was largely unknown among the Com¬ 
munist parties of the world. However, with the onset of the cold 
war, a period coinciding with the growing victories of the Chinese 
Communists beginning in 1947 and the emergence of Communist 
China as a second power in the Communist world in 1949, the new 
Maoist strategy gradually came to be appreciated by Moscow as best 
meeting its foreign policy requirements. It was consequently applied 
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by international Communism until it has by now become the one 
accepted strategy for Communism—first in the countries of the Far 
East and South and Southeast Asia, secondly in the other under¬ 
developed countries in the Near East, Africa, and Latin America, and 
finally even in the West 1 to the extent that the Communists depict 
its countries as colonial spoil of “American imperialism/' # We shall 
henceforth generally refer to this new strategy, as we define it below, 
as the “neo-Maoist strategy/'-f* 

The appeal to the bourgeoisie “from beloxv ." Like the “right" 
strategy, the neo-Maoist strategy singles out foreign imperialism and, 
where applicable, feudalism as its main enemy. Also like the “right" 
strategy, therefore, it expects the revolution to take place in two 
stages,J first as an anti-imperialist struggle for national independence 
or an anti-leudal bourgeois-democratic revolution and only later as a 
socialist revolution. 2 The range of forces to be united under Com¬ 
munist leadership consequently also corresponds to that grouped in 

* “In view of liic policy of expansion pursued by ttie American monopolies, the 
struggle for national independence and economic development lias now become a 
necessity not only for the peoples of the colonial and semi-colonial countries but 
also for those in the developed capitalist countries." “Decisions of Third World 
Trade Union Congress," For a Lasting Peace , for a People's Democracy! (organ of 
the Gominforrn) , October 30, 1953, p. 

f The use of the simple term “Maoist" to characterize this new strategy would 
be entirely justifiable, primarily because Mao must be credited with its original 
development and incidentally also because it was recommended to the Asian Com¬ 
munist parties by both Peking and Moscow as “the Chinese path" (see pp. 90-98 
and p. 103, below). The term might, however, be taken to indicate that a Com¬ 
munist paity follows Chinese Communist as distinguished from Soviet guidance or 
consciously follows the Chinese example. It might also imply that Chinese Com¬ 
munist practice furnishes the best example of the Maoist strategy. Finally, the term 
“Maoist strategy" is often associated with the Chinese Communist tactics of reliance 
on the peasantry and on guerrilla warfare in rural areas. Since all these implica¬ 
tions and associations do not necessarily accord wdtli our definition of and our 
findings on the new strategy, it was thought best to forego the use of the simple 
term “Maoist" for it and to distinguish it from the two traditional Communist 
strategies by referring to it as “neo-Maoist." It is hoped that this term will stress 
the first appearance of the strategy in China and its basic similarity with the 
fundamental features of Maoism as well as the fact that it has spread among the 
parties of international Communism in part independently of Chinese Communist 
influence and that it may use tactics quite different from the specific Chinese 
Communist ones. 

X The Communist attempt, by ex post facto rationalizations, to fit the Eastern 
European “People's Democracies" and the Chinese “New Democracy" into the 
Marxian scheme of two revolutions has resulted in the expectation of varying 
numbers of stages or substages of the revolution, but of always more than one stage 
under the neo-Maoist strategy. 
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the united front from above and particularly the popular front, 
embracing the so-called “bloc of four classes” of the proletariat, the 
peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie, and the anti-imperialist sections of 
the bourgeoisie. 3 To some extent this union is to be attained by the 
methods of the united front from above, that is, by a “top alliance” 
with other parties, but these are generally parties weaker than the 
Communist party and frequently fronts set up by the Communists. 
Principally, the neo-Maoist strategy follows the method of the united 
front from below of the “left” strategy. The large parties, more or 
less actually representing the classes to be united, with which the 
Communist party would be allied in a united front from above, 
under the “right” strategy, are denounced as traitors to the interests 
of these classes (for example, the socialists as traitors to the workers, 
the nationalist parties as traitors to the anti-imperialist bourgeoisie) 
and as servants of imperialism. The same policy is applied by the 
Communist trade unions. 

The Communist party itself (or in conjunction with its “united 
front” of subsidiary and front-parties) now claims to represent the 
interests of the entire peasantry and the anti-imperialist capitalists as 
well as those of the proletariat, the poor peasantry, and the petty 
bourgeoisie. Having, under both traditional strategies, confined their 
appeal to these latter three “exploited” groups, the Communists were 
able to attract sections of only these groups through the united front 
from below; but—and this is crucial—they could seek the support also 
of sections of the bourgeoisie and of the entire peasantry only through 
the united front from above. It is because of the radical innovation 
of appealing directly to the interests of all four classes that the neo- 
Maoist strategy can apply the method of the united front from below 
to a range of groups so wide that it could formerly be encompassed 
only in the united front from above. 4 

We need not be concerned with the theories according to which the 
bourgeoisie is divided into a pro-imperialist and an anti-imperialist 
wing. # What matters is merely that the dividing line between the 
potential friends and the enemies of the Communist party is now 
drawn not short of the bourgeoisie but bisecting it. In practice, of 

* The terminology used in Communist literature to describe the various sections 
of the bourgeoisie is not always consistent. Those capitalists who arc only slightly 
or not at all tied to imperialism and can thus help form the “bloc of four classes” 
are generally called the “national,” “medium,” “middle,” or “liberal” capitalists or 
bourgeoisie (although the term “national” may also be used simply as a synonym 
for “native”), while that section of the bourgeoisie which is regarded as a firm ally 
of imperialism is referred to variously as “comprador,” “bureaucratic,” “big,” or 
“monopolistic.” 
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course, the division is not made so much along economic or socio¬ 
logical lines, as is implied by the terms used to describe the two sec¬ 
tions, but along political lines. Those businessmen who, for whatever 
reasons, are willing or likely to be willing to follow the lead of the 
Communist party are considered anti-imperialist capitalists. Those 
who are or are likely to remain opposed to the Communists, even if 
they have no ties with foreign interests and have only small busi¬ 
nesses, are condemned as allies and servants of imperialism. Just as 
in the case of the working class, whose character as a true proletariat 
is determined by its adherence to Communism, the Marxist material¬ 
ist conception of history is turned upside down; class affiliation is 
deduced from ideology rather than vice versa. 

Reliance on the peasantry. As the neo-Maoist strategy was devel¬ 
oped in China and more recently in some countries of Southeast Asia, 
its most important characteristic appeared to be not the appeal ‘‘from 
below” to the bourgeoisie but reliance on the peasantry rather than 
the industrial working class as a mass base in the struggle for power. 6 
This is indeed the logical culmination of a development that began 
when Lenin departed from Marxism by divorcing the party from the 
actual proletariat and by more and more defining the proletariat in 
terms of its relationship to the party. Under neo-Maoism, the party— 
to Marxism a mere means to the ends of the proletariat—now itself 
becomes the end and can therefore use any suitable class, not just the 
proletariat, to help it attain power. 6 

However, in considering the differences between the two traditional 
Communist strategies and the neo-Maoist one this actual reliance on 
the peasantry is not crucial. In China the peasants were the Com¬ 
munist Party’s main target; elsewhere other groups can be substituted, 
as has been the case in Japan and to some extent also in India and, 
of course, in Western Europe. On the other hand, some reliance on 
the peasantry is not a new Communist policy. In practically none 
of the underdeveloped countries have the Communists in any real 
sense of the word been a working-class party. Rather, they have 
largely been intellectuals seeking a popular base where they could 
find it. In this search, even under the old “right” and “left” strate¬ 
gies, they have never looked exclusively to the industrial working 
class (which, in its Marxian sense of an urban stratum cut off from 
its rural moorings, has, at least until recently, been virtually non¬ 
existent in most underdeveloped countries). Instead they have also 
sought out the petty bourgeoisie and at least some sections of the 
peasantry, both of which can easily be characterized as exploited 
classes in underdeveloped countries. They have attempted to conceal 
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this fact, just as Maoism has in China, by speaking of working-class 
hegemony, which always means their own hegemony; that is, they 
substituted themselves for the working class by a process of mental 
transposition. 

Thus chief reliance on the peasantry is not absolutely essential to 
the neo-Maoist strategy as here defined; on the other hand. Commu¬ 
nists in underdeveloped countries have always and under all strategies 
to some extent—though rarely as exclusively as the Chinese Commu¬ 
nists were forced to—looked to the peasantry to furnish their mass 
base; and, finally, Maoism and its new strategy do not frankly admit 
this fact in their theory. For these reasons reliance on the peasantry 
is not a characteristic by which the neo-Maoist strategy can always be 
clearly distinguished from the traditional “right" and “left" strategies. 

The end of the class struggle. The essential and unique character¬ 
istic of the neo-Maoist strategy is its direct appeal “from below," that 
is, not through bourgeois parties, to sections of the bourgeoisie. This 
appeal is made openly and defended on theoretical grounds, and, 
unlike reliance on the peasantry, it is startlingly new to Communists. 
Programs to protect national industries against foreign competition 
and especially to guarantee the industrialists' profits and intcrests 7 -in 
brief, the proposition that die Communist party, the party of the 
exploited toilers, represents also the interests of the capitalists, who 
arc, by Marxian definition, the exploiters, and that the two classes 
between which the class struggle is supposed to be raging can be 
united in the Communist party—are hardly in keeping with traditional 
Communist doctrine. They can, however, be considered an extraor¬ 
dinary but logical extension of “proletarian internationalism," that 
is, the identification of the interests of the proletariat everywhere with 
those of the Soviet Union: the party of the proletariat is to unite all 
classes, regardless of their class interests, provided they are opposed 
to imperialism, meaning the United States.* In short, the class 
struggle has been replaced by the cold war. 

•The only conceivable further extension of this anti-imperialist alliance could be 
made by adding feudal elements to the bloc of four classes. Since the immediate 
goal is presumably an anti-feudal, though not an anti-capitalist revolution, this is an 
even more extraordinary step than the inclusion of capitalists. Yet even it has been 
taken: “The scale of this national united front (of the Chinese people) embraces 
workers, peasants, intellectuals, the petty bourgeoisie, the national bourgeoisie and 
even the progressive gentry.” Liu Shao-chi, Inter nationalism and Nationalism 
(Peking: Foreign Languages Press; written November 1948). See also the quotation 
from Mao Tse-tung on p. 54, below, and the following Vietnamese Communist state¬ 
ments: “The motive forces of the Viet-Nam revolution at present are the people 
comprising primarily the workers, peasants, petty-bourgeoisie and national hour- 
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Although the acceptance of this strategy was quite possible for a 
movement the very essence of which is the quest for power by any 
available means and which has long used original Marxism as mere 
verbiage to cover its opportunism, it represents such a sharp departure 
from earlier strategies that it is the best point on which to focus an 
attempt to distinguish the neo-Maoist from the two older Communist 
strategies. Another such departure is the Communist appeal under 
the neo-Maoist strategy to all, not just part, of the peasantry, although 
this is not so clearly a distinguishing characteristic as the appeal to 
the bourgeoisie, since it does not involve the addition of a wholly 
new class to the range of potential supporters but merely that of the 
“middle” and to a lesser extent the “rich” peasantry to the “poor” 
peasantry.* 


III. Violent and Peaceful Tactics 

In view of the fact that Communist strategics arc usually classified 
as either violent or peaceful the complete absence of this criterion 
from the discussion so far may appear odd. Important as it is, the 
use or absence of violent methods does not constitute a basic distinc¬ 
tion between Comnninisl strategies. The basic distinction, as we 
have seen, is to be found in the extent and type of the alliance made 
by the Communists with non-Communist elements. Attempts to 
identify one or the other of the three strategics with a “hard” or “soft” 
line, though frequently made, are therefore misleading. Thus it is 
often implied that the “right” strategy is necessarily coupled with a 
“soft” line. It is, oi course, true that in many circumstances an 
alliance between the Communist party and labor and bourgeois 
parties is inconceivable where the Communist party engages in violent 
activities. But in other circumstances its allies may be engaged in 
or approve oi such activities, as, for example, during the Spanish Civil 

geoisic, followed by the patriotic and progressive personages and landlords." "Plat¬ 
form of the Yiet-Nain Lao Dong Party," People's China , III, No. 9 (May 1, 1951), 
Supplement. The right of patriotic landlords to collect land rent in accordance 
with law shall be guaranteed." “Manifesto of the Viet-Nam Lao Dong Party," ibid. 

*A simple and perhaps oversimplified test to determine which of the three 
strategics the Communists pursue at any one time consists of the following one or 
two questions: Are the Communists making a serious attempt to form an alliance 
with the top leadership of the socialist party? If the answer is yes, they are follow¬ 
ing the “right" strategy; if it is no, a second question must be asked: Are there any 
capitalists among the groups to whose interests the Communists are appealing? If 
the answer to this question is no, they arc following the “left" strategy; if it is yes, 
they are adhering to the neo-Maoist strategy. 



14 The Three Strategies of Communism 

War and the wartime resistance in Western Europe or in colonial 
revolts. On the other hand, the "left" strategy, while easily adaptable 
to armed violence, need not necessarily employ that tactic. Thus, with 
certain exceptions, it was used peacefully in Western Europe before 
1935. Finally, the neo-Maoist strategy, although developed in China 
and long applied in Indo-China, Malaya, Burma, and the Philippines 
in conjunction with guerrilla warfare, can also be combined with a 
“soft” line, as is illustrated by the tactics pursued in the second half of 
the postwar decade by the Indian and Indonesian Communists and, for 
that matter, by those in Western Europe and Latin America. It 
follows that, since each of the three strategies can be applied in a vio¬ 
lent or a peaceful manner, if violence is to be used as a criterion of 
classification at all, it can only subdivide each of the three strategies. 

To the Communists, the use of armed force is a matter not of 
strategy but of tactics, which can be changed according to conditions 
while the strategy remains unchanged. Violence can be used in some 
localities of a country even while peaceful methods are applied in 
others at the same time, as was the case in India for some time. 
Furthermore, the distinction between policies of violence and of non¬ 
violence is only one of degree for the Communists. The extremes— 
parliamentary and propaganda activity on the one hand, and sabotage 
and civil war on the other—are, of course, clearly distinguishable; but 
certain intermediate tactics, for example, strikes and street demonstra¬ 
tions more or less intentionally leading to armed clashes and even 
riots, cannot be so easily classified. For all these reasons, the presence 
or absence of violence is not a useful principal criterion for the classi¬ 
fication of Communist strategies.* 

Having now established what we mean by the “right,” the “left,” 
and the neo-Maoist strategy, we are ready to trace the evolution, under 
Soviet and Chinese Communist influence, of the strategy of the Com¬ 
munist Party of India. 

•The following Burmese Communist program, reproduced in full from Myat 
Htoo, "People’s United Struggle Going Forward,” Cross Roads (Delhi) , April 19, 
1953, pp. 8-9, may serve as a classical example of the new strategy, containing both 
its essential features (two-stage revolution, bloc: of four classes, including capitalists) 
and its specifically Chinese but not universally applicable ones (main reliance on 
peasantry, armed struggle) : 

"Burma being a semi-colonial and semi-feudal country, the Party is to carry out 
a People's Democratic Revolution, the present main enemy being imperialism; 

"To set up a dictatorship of the four classes, the workers, peasants, the petty 
bourgeoisie and the national bourgeoisie; 

"The leadership of the working class will be based on a firm alliance with the 
peasantry; 
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Notes for Chapter 1 

1. For documentation of the application of the new strategy in Latin American 
and Western countries, sec the author’s “The New Strategy of International Com¬ 
munism,” The American Political Science Rexnew , XLIX, No. 2 (June 1955), 478- 
486, on pp. 484-486. For an excellent documented discussion of the neo-Maoist 
strategy’, see Bernard S. Morris and Morris Watnick, “Current Communist Strategy 
in Nonindustrializcd Countries ” Problems of Communism, IV, No. 5 (Septcmber- 
October 1955), 1-6. 

2. See particularly Mao Tse-tung, On the New Democracy (January 19, 1940), 
extracts in Conrad Brandt, Benjamin Schwartz, and John K. Fairbank, A Docu¬ 
mentary History of Chinese Communism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1952), pp. 263-275. 'This important pamphlet is reprinted in full as China's New 
Democracy in U. S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Foreign 
AfTairs, Subcommittee 5, National and International Mo\cmcnts, The Strategy and 
Tactics of World Communism, Supplement 111, Country Studies (House Docu¬ 
ment 154, 80th Congress, 2nd Session, Washington, IJ. S. Government Printing 
Office, 1949), C. China, Appendix, pp. 67-91. 

3. Sections of the bourgeoisie are first explicitly included, and strikingly pro¬ 
capitalist statements appear in Mao Tse-tung, On Coalition Government (April 24, 
1945), extracts in Brandt ct ah, op. cit., pp. 295-318, especially pp. 303-306. 

4. Numerous quotations from Soviet, Chinese, and Indian sources in the follow¬ 
ing chapters will illustrate the Communist attitude toward the bourgeoisie under 
the neo-Maoist strategy. For a useful summary of the Chinese Communists' altitude 
toward the anti-imperialist bourgeoisie, with several long quotations from Mao on 
the subject, see Yu Huai, “On the Role of the National Bourgeoisie in the Chinese 
Revolution,” People's China , I, No. 1 (January 1, 1950), 7-10. 

5. For an excellent discussion, see Benjamin I. Schwartz, Chinese Communism 
and the Rise of Mao (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1952), especially pp. 
72-78 and 189-204. 

6. This point is well made in Morris Watnick, “Continuity and Innovation in 
Chinese Communism,” World Politics , VI, No. 1 (October 1953), particularly pp. 
94-96. See also Morris Watnicks illuminating chapter, “The Appeal of Com¬ 
munism to the Underdeveloped Peoples,” in Bert F. Hoselitz, ed., The Progress of 
Underdeveloped Areas (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1952), pp. 
152-172. 

7. Ear NV&o’* rtalcmcnt quoted on pp. 31 and 63 and quotations 

from Indian Communist documents on pp. 135, 144, 161-162, 177, below. 


“The main axis of the revolution is the agrarian revolution and the slogan land to 
the tiller; 

“Capital will not be abolished, but there may be restrictions on it. It is a 
prerequisite for socialism; 

“The main form of struggle is the armed struggle through the formation of an 
army; A protracted w>ar will be carried out with revolutionary bases in rural areas; 

“Foreign policy will be based on the maintenance of world peace; and 

“The main weapons for victory will be the army, the People's Democratic Front 
and the Party.” 



CHAPTER 


THE “RIGHT” STRATEGY AND ITS 
ABANDONMENT (1945-1947) 


I. The “Right” Strategy in the Postwar Years 

“Left”—“right'’—left”—“right”: From the beginning to 1945 . Ever 
since its beginnings, the Communist Party of India (CPI) has sought 
to adhere to international Communist strategy as determined in Mos¬ 
cow, although it has not at all times been equally prompt or success¬ 
ful in making the changes required thereby. Organized, after some 
earlier unsuccessful efforts, as an all-India party only in 1933, the CPI 
began its career religiously following the “left” strategy of Commu¬ 
nism as it had been laid down by the 6th Congress of the Communist 
International in 1928. Though it thereby isolated itself from the 
broad Indian nationalist movement, the CPI, according to this “left” 
strategy, denounced the National Congress as “a class organization of 
the capitalists” and concentrated its fire particularly on the left wing 
of the Congress led by Jawaharlal Nehru and on the Congress Socialist 
Party organized in 1934. 1 

When Moscow finally recognized the danger posed by German 
Fascism and changed its foreign policy and, correspondingly, the 
strategy of international Communism, the CPI, too, after some delays, 
obediently switched to the “right” strategy as it had been ordered 
to do at the 7th Comintern Congress of 1935. Accordingly, it now 
sought to join with the Indian Socialists and with the Congress 
which was to be transformed into the “Anti-Imperialist Front of 
the People.” 2 

After the conclusion of the Hitler-Stalin Pact of August 1939 and 
the outbreak of World War II in September 1939 the Communist 
Party of India, performing the same manoeuvre as all Communist 
parties at that time, shifted back from the “right” to a “left” strategy. 
The fight against Fascism, which they had advocated for the past few 
years, was now called an imperialist war, and the erstwhile partners 
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in the anti-imperialist people's front, the Congress and the Congress 
Socialist Party, were now once again “unmasked" as reformists and 
agents of imperialism. The Communists alone claimed to be revolu¬ 
tionary anti-imperialists, and they sought to cripple war production 
by means of strikes. 3 

While this line proved not unpopular in India, where anti-war sen¬ 
timent was widespread, the return from the “left" to the “right" 
strategy after the German invasion of Russia in June 1941, a shift 
that eventually resulted in such growth of Communist strength and 
prestige in the West and in Southeast Asia, proved disastrous for the 
CPI's reputation in India, for the Party’s new ally was to be Britain, 
still widely regarded as India’s main enemy. Only under severe 
pressure, especially from the Communist Party of Great Britain, long 
the CPI’s mentor, could the Party be prevailed upon to shift from its 
“imperialist war" to the “people's war" line. Under it, the Com¬ 
munists did everything to discourage and discredit Gandhi’s anti- 
British Quit India campaign and to increase production and oppose 
strikes. 4 

Weak guidance from Moscow in favor of the “right” strategy. As a 
result of its wartime policies, the CPI emerged from the war isolated 
and demoralized. Since such a state of the Party did not prevent its 
leadership from following a firm line at other times, we are safe in 
ascribing the marked absence of such a line during the next two years 
to the lack of firm guidance from abroad rather than to the internal 
condition of the CPI or even to the highly complicated situation in 
India during this period immediately preceding the attainment of her 
independence, although they were undoubtedly contributing factors. 
In 1945 the Chinese Communists were still as far removed from the 
minds of Indian Communists as were their armies from the borders 
of India, and the CPI looked to Moscow for inspiration (and to the 
British Communists, who, however, always merely did their best to 
interpret the Moscow line themselves). Moscow, however, was itself 
uncertain in its reaction to Indian developments in this period. 

At the end of the war, the USSR, seeking to attain its objectives 
through cooperation among the great powers, stated that the colonial 
problem could be settled peacefully and gradually. In line with this 
view, the Communist parties in Asia, as in Europe, were working for 
coalition governments to strengthen their own positions and were 
willing to compromise with the colonial powers. 5 Soviet statements 
on India up to the time of the Cabinet Mission (February 1946) were 
relatively mild in their references to British policy and rather uncer¬ 
tain and noncommittal on internal developments. 6 A. M. Dyakov, 
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one of the foremost Soviet writers on India, described the National 
Congress as a broad movement for national independence influencing 
all classes. He also spoke of a “national liberation movement, ,, which, 
however, he seemed to identify with the Congress. 7 

United front from above with Congress and Muslim League, 1945- 
July 1946. Such voices from Moscow posed a dilemma for the Indian 
Communists: It was impossible not to be strongly anti-British and 
yet cooperate with the nationalist forces in practice, though in words 
they had already done so during the war. 8 Thus, when the nationalist 
movement resulted in another wave of mass demonstrations in 1945, 
the Communists were confused and remained largely opposed to 
them. 9 Furthermore, even if the CPI had met with any sympathy 
from Indian nationalists, it would have been impossible to form a 
united front from above with two organizations as opposed to each 
other as the Congress and the Muslim League. Yet this is what the 
party line called for.* The somewhat strange character of this united 
front from above is indicated by this statement in the draft election 
manifesto of the CPI for the elections to the Indian Provincial Assem¬ 
blies to be held in April 1946: “Our Party is entering the electoral 
contest not to fight one or both of the Congress or the League, but to 
stand in the middle and fight the flames they both light by ourselves 
putting forward a plan of Indian freedom that embodies their just 
demands, but repudiates the unjust claims of both. . . .” 10 

Only early in 1946, when the nationalist mass demonstrations cul¬ 
minated in the February mutiny in the Royal Indian Navy, did the 
Communists finally join in these anti-British activities, and even then, 
as a later “self-critical” Communist report states, it was the rank and 
file rather than the leadership that participated. 11 Although the 
Congress had, in view of the CPI’s wartime policy, disqualified Com¬ 
munists from holding office in Congress organizations, and the CPI 
had consequently asked its members to resign from membership in 
the Congress, the Party was at this time clearly following the “right” 
strategy aiming at a united front from above with the Congress and 
the League as was apparently expected of it by Moscow. The final 
version of the CPI election manifesto of January 1946 states that the 

* Thus a CPI delegate admonished the Congress of the British Communist Party 
not to look down on the League: “While you rightly admire the National Congress 
as the premier organization of the freedom movement, you should not dismiss the 
differences with the Moslem League as merely the promptings of imperialist wire¬ 
pullers. The driving force and base of the Moslem League are the Moslem masses 
of various nationalities who have come to consciousness of their nationhood.” 
“India. Speech of Comrade S. S. Mirajkar, delegate from the C.P.I.,” World News 
and Views , XXV, No. 49 (December 15, 1945), 406. 
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Party's main endeavor would be to build a United Freedom Front. 
“The Communist Party concentrates all its fire against the Imperialist 
rulers of our common motherland and considers it a crime to waste 
one word or lose one comrade in internal factional warfare.” 32 The 
manifesto culminates in the slogan “Vote Communist—For Congress- 
League-Communist united front for the final battle of Indian lib¬ 
eration.” 1 ® 

The election manifesto makes the traditional Communist class 
appeal, typical of the “right” as well as the “left” strategy, to the 
workers, peasants, the petty bourgeoisie, and the intelligentsia, but 
not to the bourgeoisie. Consequently its economic program contained 
such anti-capitalist planks as the banning of “private trade in people's 
food,” “nationalization of all key industries,” and “state control of 
all capital resources.” 14 

That the united-front-from-above policy had at this time strong 
support from abroad and that it was to be pursued regardless of the 
realities of the situation, including the fact that the Congress wanted 
none of this alliance, arc shown by this statement of Rajani Palme 
Dutt, the outstanding British Communist writer, who is himself of 
Indian descent: 

It is to be hoped that this breach may be overcome at the earliest 
possible moment, in view of the paramount importance of national 
unity in the coming period. I he National Congress has a long 
tradition as the main uniting body oi all sections of Indian pro¬ 
gressive nationalism. The overwhelming majority of the Indian 
people look to the National Congress as the leader of their struggle 
for freedom. It is oi the greatest importance that effective coopera¬ 
tion in the common national struggle should be established between 
the National Congress and the rising iorcc of the political working 
class movement, as well as of younger radical opinion, represented 
by the Communist Party. 16 

The “left” August 1946 resolution. After the Cabinet Mission of 
February 1946 the Soviet view of the role of the British in India be¬ 
came more outspokenly hostile. The Mission's Plan was regarded as 
a device to strengthen the British position and to weaken the national 
liberation movement. 10 More important from our point of view, the 
Indian Communist Party was now considered as an independent force 
opposing the Plan, and the Congress leadership was treated as repre¬ 
senting the interests of the Indian bourgeoisie. The right-wing leader¬ 
ship was said to represent the big bourgeoisie, which desired agreement 
with Britain, whereas Nehru represented the progressive wing and 
the Congress membership was drawn from all classes, 17 a view which 
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by no means excluded the continuance of the united-front-from-above 
approach to the Nehru wing. 

Possibly as a result of this change in Moscow and the interpretation 
placed on it by the Indian Communists, or perhaps simply because 
Moscow had not furnished sufficiently strong guidance to the CPI on 
the “right’" strategy, a section of the CPI leadership, presumably 
headed by Balchand Trimbak Ranadive, gained the upper hand in 
the councils of the Party, which had been dissatisfied with the less 
than radical tactics against the British, and, above all, had no use 
for an alliance with the Congress and the Muslim League. At any 
rate, the Central Committee, meeting from July 23 to August 5, 1946, 
adopted a resolution 18 stating that the recent mutinies, strikes, and 
peasant unrest indicated a mounting revolutionary upsurge that must 
lead to the end of the imperialist-feudal regime. Like Moscow, the 
CPI rejected the British Plan as a manoeuvre to split the freedom 
movement and to perpetuate imperialist rule in a new form. Possibly 
encouraged by Moscow’s characterization of the Congress leadership 
as representing bourgeois interest (though the particular article cited 
above as representing this Soviet view was published a month later), 
the resolution sharply turns from the “right” strategy of seeking an 
alliance with that leadership to the “left” strategy of a united front 
from below against it. The Congress and League leaderships (fac¬ 
tional warfare against which the CPI had considered a crime half a 
year earlier) are denounced for bargaining with the imperialists and 
turning their backs on and sabotaging the people’s movement. A 
“joint front of popular parties” is to be forged which is to draw in 
increasing numbers of the membership of the Congress and League. 

A later official review of the Party’s history, written during a “left” 
period, hails this sudden shift. It states that the August 1946 resolu¬ 
tion “gave the line clear to our ranks to lead the great strike battles . . . 
to head the great struggles of the peasants . . . which enabled our com¬ 
rades to unleash revolutionary struggles . . . against the autocracy of 
the Nizam in Hyderabad.” 10 The Communists did, in fact, in this 
period try to seize the leadership of various, primarily economic rather 
than political, protest movements. Among these, the peasant uprising 
in the particularly poor Telengana districts of Hyderabad, which 
assumed the form of an armed rebellion and resulted in the establish¬ 
ment of a “liberated area,” was destined to continue for five years and, 
as we shall see, to constitute an important part of the background of 
the discussions of CPI strategy during this period. 

Return to the “right” strategy by the end of 1946 . The August 
1946 resolution did not result in a clear party line for long; the 
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Party remained confused and divided between those who supported 
the policy of the resolution and those who regarded it as a left- 
sectarian deviation. Moscow was apparently silent and perhaps itself 
uncertain as to what the relationship between the CPI and the 
Congress ought to be. When, by the end of 1946 and as a result of 
Communist-led violence, various provincial governments, especially 
in the South, took anti-Communist measures, a return on the part 
of the CPI to the “right” strategy became apparent. The peasant 
uprisings continued, probably because the Communists could no more 
stop them than they had started them, since they were essentially 
spontaneous outbreaks against economic hardships. However, they 
were now said by the Communists to be directed against “the British 
bureaucrats and reactionary Indian vested interests,” 20 that is, against 
imperialism and feudalism, rather than against the Congress, with 
which a united front from above was now once again sought. Even 
the anti-Communist measures taken by Congress ministries were 
blamed not on the Congress but on the “bureaucracy,” 21 which could 
be identified with the British. We know from the later “leftist” 
Communist criticism of this period that this was no coincidence but 
a definite policy; there it is also claimed that the “right reformist” 
leadership of the CPI of the time discouraged the uprisings, terming 
them “vanguardist actions,” and tended to minimize strikes and to 
support the “bourgeois” slogan of national reconstruction. 22 

The “right” Mountbattcn Resolution of June 1947. The Soviet 
reaction to the Mountbatten Plan of 1947 once again displayed a clear 
attitude toward the British but an ill-defined one toward the Con¬ 
gress. The Plan was pictured as a British attempt to retain actual 
power through the Balkanization of India and through reliance on 
the support of the princes and “definite sections of India’s propertied 
classes” who feared social change. The Congress leadership was said 
to be under pressure from these groups to accept the Plan, but was 
not identified with them, while the Congress rank and file was de¬ 
scribed as opposed to the plan. 23 Similarly, the Indian Communist 
Party’s resolution on the subject, 24 unanimously adopted at a meeting 
of the Central Committee in Delhi, June 10 to 20, 1947, stated that 
the sole purpose of the Mountbatten Plan was “to disrupt the people, 
strengthen reaction, get into an alliance with it and thus make Indian 
independence formal.” “The strategy of British imperialism is . .. . 
to forge a new alliance with the Princes, landlords and Indian Big 
Business . . .” and British Big Business was relying on “the great 
influence of Indian Big Business over the extreme Right wing of 
the Congress leadership.” 
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Far from being another shift to the “left” strategy, however, this 
so-called Mountbatten Resolution of the CPI is a clear affirmation 
of its continued policy of a united front from above with the Muslim 
League and especially the Congress. The promise of dominion status 
is hailed as an important concession giving new opportunities for 
national advance. The governments of India and Pakistan are referred 
to as “the popular Governments,” and “the Congress is the main 
national democratic organization.” Ten months earlier the Congress 
leadership was accused of sabotaging the people’s movement, but now 
“the Communist Party will fully cooperate with the national leader¬ 
ship in the proud task of building the Indian Republic on democratic 
foundations. . . .” Rather than leading strikes and peasant uprisings, 
the Central Committee now assures the Congress that “the Commu¬ 
nist Party is fully conscious that the task of nation-building and the 
grim reality of economic crisis demands the continuity of production.” 
In short, “The Communist Party realizes that the new situation 
demands the broadest Joint Front based on the principle of fullest 
cooperation between the popular Governments and all popular organ¬ 
izations. . . “Only the firm initiative of all progressives—the Com¬ 
munists, Left elements in the Congress and the League—can bring 
it about ... to defeat communal, reactionary and compromising 
elements within the Congress and the League.”* 

The “right” strategy after Indian independence , August-December 
1947. The CPI’s Mountbatten Resolution had prepared the ground 
for a clearly pronounced application of the “right” strategy during 
the communal riots that followed the attainment of India’s independ¬ 
ence on August 15, 1947, and her partition into two dominions. The 
Indian Communists, regarding these riots as instigated by the British 
and supported by Indian reaction, including the right wing of the 
Congress represented particularly by Sardar Vallabhbliai Patel, said 
that they “were really the attack of the imperialists and feudal order 
on the popular advance.” 20 The Party’s strategy was based on a theory 

* As wc shall sec shortly, it is doubtful that Palme Dutt was in this period, as he 
had probably been in Comintern days, an important transmitter of the party line 
between Moscow and India. However, the Indian Communists may well still have 
regarded him as such, and it is therefore important to note that, as in early 1946, 
he came out with strong backing for the “right” strategy adopted by the CPI leader¬ 
ship: “Now more than ever the situation reveals the urgent need, increasingly 
recognized on both sides, to endeavour to overcome the past phase of sharp divisions 
between the Congress and the Communist Party ... in order to march forward 
together upon a common programme of democratic advance. . . .” R. Palme Dutt, 
“The Mountbatten Plan for India,” Labour Monthly, XXIX, No. 7 (July 1947), 
210-219. 
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of differences between Sardar Patel on the one hand and Nehru and 
his so-called progressive wing of the Congress on the other, 28 and the 
latter was to be strengthened against the former through the united- 
front-from-above policy. 

The Party now came forward with such slogans as ‘‘Fight Com- 
munalism,” 27 “Increase Production,” and “Don't Foment Strikes.” 28 
Even more characteristic of its “right” strategy of the period was a 
speech by Puran Chand Joslii, its General Secretary, to a mass meeting 
in Calcutta on October 8, 19*17, which the Party’s organ, under the 
banner headline “Nehru must not resign,” described as “a stirring 
call to the people to rally behind Pandit Nehru.” 20 Writing against 
the riots and communalists in the same period, Joslii exclaimed: “All 
support to the Government. Reaction is threatening our two Gov¬ 
ernments and it is the duty of us all to rally whole-heartedly and 
enthusiastically behind them and pledge them all our support.” 30 It 
is important to note that Joshi, the foremost advocate of the “right” 
strategy in the CPI, 31 was not the only one supporting this policy 
at that time. In an article appearing as late as December 1947 B. T. 
Ranadive, Joshi’s successor and later accuser, and generally regarded 
as the head of the “left” faction in the CPI Politburo, also spoke of 
Nehru’s progressive foreign policy and democratic aspirations and 
declared that the people “must rally round Nehru” “to support 
Nehru’s policy and push his government ahead, decisively against 
reaction.” 32 

We find that Palme Dutt of the Communist Party of Great Britain, 
frequently one of the CPI’s chief guides, was strongly behind the 
“right” strategy at this time. In an interview with Madhu Limaye, 
Joint Secretary of the Indian Socialist Party, in November 1947, re¬ 
ported by the latter, he demanded the readmission of the Communists 
to the Congress so that they could support its progressive wing under 
Nehru against the reactionary bloc led by Sardar Patel. 33 At this 
point it is fairly clear, however, that Dutt spoke no longer as the 
voice of Moscow to India (if it is assumed that Moscow spoke with 
one voice on Indian affairs in this period) , for by November 1947 
there were several indications of the development of a new line in 
Moscow quite incompatible with Dutt’s recommendation. We turn 
to these changes in Moscow and to their reflections and results in 
India in the next tw r o sections of this chapter. 

This section has led us to the conclusion that for two years after 
the close of World War II Moscow favored the “right” strategy of 
cooperation “from above” with the bourgeois-nationalist movements 
of colonial areas. However, Moscow probably had little knowledge 
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of or even interest in conditions in India—or the rest of Asia—during 
this period of Soviet preoccupation with Europe. Moscow was, there¬ 
fore, rather uncertain about the role of the Congress and could give 
little guidance to the Indian Communists on their paramount prob¬ 
lem, their relations with the Congress. Thus, left with a good deal 
of independence, probably much to its regret, the CPI by and large 
followed the “right” strategy, seeking a united front from above 
both with the Congress, or at least its “progressive” wing, and with 
the Muslim League. It was, however, apparently so unsure of the 
proper course to take that at one point in 1946 it suddenly switched 
to the “left” strategy of the united front from below against these 
movements, only quickly to revert to the “right” one. Throughout, 
so far as we know, it was never repudiated or, for that matter, clearly 
encouraged in its course by Moscow. 


II. The Shift from the “Right” Strategy in Moscow 

Moscow’s adherence to the “right” strategy had been dictated pri¬ 
marily by its relations with the West. During 1947 these relations 
deteriorated rapidly, as was indicated by such events as the failure 
of the Moscow Conference, the ouster of the French and Italian 
Communist Parties from the cabinets of their countries, the rejection 
of the Marshall Plan by the USSR, and the foundation of the Comin- 
form. Clearly, the Soviet policy of cooperation with the Western 
powers had been definitely abandoned, and this change necessarily 
had to be followed by a change in the strategy of international 
Communism. 

The meeting of the USSR Academy of Sciences of June 1947 . The 
first indication of a shift in the Soviet attitude toward India came in 
a joint session on Indian studies held in Moscow, June 14-18, 1947, 
by the sections for history and philosophy, literature and language, 
and economics and law of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR. At 
the very same time at which the Indian Communist Party adopted 
its Mountbatten Resolution praising the Congress and offering its 
cooperation to the Congress government in a united front from above, 
this session was unanimous in sharply condemning the Congress. It 
thus marked a distinct change in Moscow’s hitherto uncertain but 
never wholly hostile attitude toward the Congress and implied the 
necessity of a turn away from the “right” strategy on the part of the 
Indian Communists. 

The four reports delivered at this meeting by E. M. Zhukov, 84 the 
head of the Academy’s Pacific Institute and the most authoritative of 
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the Soviet “theoreticians” in this field, by V. V. Balabushevich 35 and 
A. M. Dyakov, 88 the two chief Soviet academic experts on India, and 
by the economist S. M. Melman 37 are far from unanimous, however, 
in suggesting a strategy to replace the united front from above in 
India. The differences in their approach may appear minor and 
merely verbal in the context of the four reports. However, since they 
were not overcome in Moscow for about two years and, above all, since 
they furnish the first indication of a gradual and hesitant adoption 
by Moscow of neo-Maoism as a new strategy for international Com¬ 
munism, they deserve close attention. 

The reports of the June 1947 session of the Academy of Sciences 
are distinguished from earlier Soviet discussion of Indian affairs by 
greater reliance on class analysis. They emphasize that class conflicts 
in India have grown in intensity and that the working class has become 
the leading element among the anti-imperialist forces. They attach 
relatively little importance to the peasant movement, which they 
characterize as backward and definitely subordinate to the working 
class. They agree in describing the Congress as reactionary and in 
league with imperialism—an accusation that is made retroactive to 
cover a period when the Soviet view of the Congress had been more 
favorable and hopeful. Nehru, who had formerly been regarded as 
“progressive,” is expressly included in this condemnation. They thus 
conclude that India is clearly divided into two camps, the so-called 
imperialists and reactionary forces united in the Congress, opposed 
by a supposedly growing popular movement for independence and 
democracy led by the working class, meaning, of course, the Communist 
Party. 

The reports differ only in their class analysis of the reactionary 
forces. Balabushevich and Dyakov include among these the bour¬ 
geoisie, which they denounce as having, out of fear of the rising 
masses, made a treacherous deal with imperialism. They thus suggest 
by implication a return from the “right” strategy of the united front 
from above with the Nehru wing of the Congress to the old “left” 
strategy of Communism which appeals to workers, and also peasants 
and the petty bourgeoisie, but not to the bourgeoisie, to abandon non- 
Communist parties for a united front from below with the Commu¬ 
nists. 38 Zhukov, on the other hand—and in this he is followed by 
Melman—is careful to include only the “big” bourgeoisie among the 
reactionary forces cooperating with imperialism, clearly implying that 
the “middle” as well as the petty bourgeoisie and the peasantry are 
at least potential allies of the working class. 

Small as the distinction between the entire bourgeoisie and the 



26 “Right” Strategy and Its Abandonment, 1945—1947 

"big” bourgeoisie may be and as, indeed, it may at the time have 
appeared to be to the authors of these reports themselves, it consti¬ 
tutes the introduction of an element into Communist policy charac¬ 
teristic of a strategy hitherto unknown to international Communism 
but destined to become its virtually universally applicable line in the 
space of a few years. To be sure, the distinction between the “big” 
and the “progressive” bourgeoisie had, as we have seen, been fre¬ 
quently made before, but always in conjunction with the “right” 
strategy aiming at a united front from above, a “top-alliance” with 
the organization of the progressive bourgeoisie. Zhukov suggests no 
such alliance with the Nehru wing of the Congress any more than 
Balabushevich or Dyakov; like them, he condemns the entire Con¬ 
gress, but unlike theirs, his analysis permits the inclusion of a section 
of the bourgeoisie, the “medium” bourgeoisie, in the united front 
from below. This, however, is the chief characteristic distinguishing 
the neo-Maoist from the old “left” strategy. 3 ” We ate thus justified 
in considering Zhukov, on this crucial point, as a follower of the neo- 
Maoist strategy and Balabushevich and Dyakov as adherents of the 
“left” strategy.* 

Coexistence in Moscoxv of the “ left ” and the neo-Maoist, strategies. 
It is conceivable that the differences we have emphasized indicate the 
existence or at least the development in Moscow at one and the same 
time of two party lines, which could in turn be symptomatic of a 
policy split on the advisability of adopting the neo-Maoist strategy.f 


# We may note that in his emphasis on the urban working class and his low 
estimate of the peasant movement Zhukov is no closer than his two colleagues to 
Maoism, the specific form of the neo-Maoist strategy first developed in China. 

fThis type of speculation can be linked with the assumption of a division in 
Moscow on the question of the Soviet attitude toward the Chinese Communists, in 
which case the adherents of the “left” strategy tend to be regarded as opposed not 
only to the new strategy but also to Mao and the Chinese Communists and to be 
associated with a supposedly “left” and Europe-oriented group in the Kremlin 
usually identified with Zhdanov. We cannot affirm such an analysis, though neither 
can wc absolutely deny that there arc any elements of truth in it—in fact, we shall 
have to return to the subject at somewhat greater length in the next chapter, 
because it seems possible that some of the actions oT the Indian Communist Party 
leadership were based on similar assumptions (sec pp. 7G-77, below). That una¬ 
nimity of opinion does not always rule among the Soviet top leadership may be 
safely assumed and has at times become obvious. But unfortunately, with very 
few exceptions, of which this is not one, no evidence has reached us to indicate the 
lines along which any disagreements may run or even the subjects on which dis¬ 
agreements may exist. It will be wise for us, therefore, to shun this type of baseless 
speculation, fascinating as it is, and to confine ourselves to an area where the 
availability of some evidence permits the statement of at least informed guesses if 
not established facts. 
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The striking fact, however, is that the two analyses appear peacefully 
side by side and, as we shall see, continue to run concurrently for 
approximately two more years, without one side ever denouncing the 
other or so much as explicitly stating any disagreement with it. In 
view of the fact that on any matter of importance to Soviet policy 
only one view is considered “correct” and all others are regarded as 
not merely incorrect but also vicious, this suggests strongly that there 
was no real awareness of any difference or, at any rate, of the impor¬ 
tance of the difference. It would no doubt be going too far to deduce 
from this attitude alone any Soviet indifference toward the fate of 
the Chinese Communists, but it is perhaps linked with a gross under¬ 
estimation on Moscow’s part of the Chinese Communist potential for 
victory at that time. The neo-Maoist strategy of a direct Communist 
appeal to the anti-imperialist sections of the bourgeoisie had obviously 
become known in Moscow by inid-1917, but its general strategic im¬ 
port was yet to be appreciated. Nor was it then recognized that it 
differed fundamentally from the older “left” strategy. 

Thus, after a period of two years, from 1915 to 1947, when Moscow 
had no specific party line for the Indian Communists but generally 
favored the “right” strategy, there followed, to be sure, a definite 
shift in 1947; but it initiated a period of another two years with not 
one but two party lines. The two—the “left” and the neo-Maoist 
strategies—were not clearly distinguished, however, and resulted in 
a distinctly “anti-right” policy. Moscow’s indecisiveness displayed in 
its failure to formulate a clear party line for the Indian Communists 
between 1915 and 1949 can be explained most easily by Soviet pre¬ 
occupation with the West during this period. The composition of 
the Cominform, the reports made at its establishment at the end of 
September 1947, and the contents of its newspaper arc dear evidence 
of the lack of attention devoted to Asian affairs by Moscow, an atti¬ 
tude of which disbelief in total Communist victory in China must 
have been a part. It cannot reasonably be contended that Moscow 
was incapable of deciding on a party line for the Indian Communists, 
but it was apparently not sufficiently interested in India to bother to 
formulate one—even at a time when the CPI would have greatly wel¬ 
comed guidance from abroad. Only this lack of concern on the part 
of Moscow with Indian affairs can explain the fact that the CPI was, 
apparently without criticism and certainly without being repudiated, 
permitted to follow its “right” policy of cooperation with the Congress 
for six months after the session of the Soviet Academy of Sciences had 
heralded the change of policy in Moscow.* Nor can the developments 

# The fact that Palme Dutt, too, adhered to the “right” strategy long after this 
session is another illustration of Moscow’s lack of interest in the CPI. 
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of the next two years be explained satisfactorily either on the assump¬ 
tion that Moscow had by 1947 wholeheartedly accepted the neo-Maoist 
strategy or on the assumption that it was propounding strictly the old 
“left” line. They are explicable only if we recognize that Moscow 
was undecided between the two and most probably not even conscious 
of this indecision. 

Zhdanov's report at the first Cominform meeting , September 1947 . 
Although the change of Moscow’s general international line had been 
foreshadowed by the June session of the Academy of Sciences as well 
as other events in 1947, the chief signal for the switch was generally 
taken to be the report made by Andrei Zhdanov at the founding meet¬ 
ing of the Cominform in Poland at the end of September 1947. 40 This 
speech sets forth the well-known doctrine of the division of the world 
into two camps, the imperialist, anti-democratic camp headed by the 
United States and the anti-imperialist, democratic camp headed by 
the Soviet Union. The speech is concerned almost wholly with the 
role of the United States and the situation in Europe. Although it 
deals extensively with the growing strength of the anti-imperialist 
camp and its composition, it strikingly omits any mention of the 
Chinese Communists. Apart from some remarks such as that the 
Soviet-dominated camp “has the sympathy of India, Egypt and Syria” 
and is backed “by the fighters for national liberation in the colonies 
and dependencies,” only the following brief paragraph out of over 
two closely printed newspaper pages is devoted to the colonial areas: 

World War II aggravated the crisis of the colonial system, as 
expressed in the rise of a powerful movement for national libera¬ 
tion in the colonics and dependencies. This has placed the rear of 
the capitalist system in jeopardy. The peoples of the colonies no 
longer wish to live in the old way. The ruling classes of the metro¬ 
politan countries can no longer govern the colonies on the old 
lines. Attempts to crush the national liberation movement by mili¬ 
tary force now increasingly encounter armed resistance on the part 
of the colonial peoples and lead to protracted colonial wars (Hol- 
land-Indonesia, France-Viet Nam) . 41 

Even this paragraph reveals clearly that Zhdanov’s and presumably 
Moscow’s, interest in the colonies was only secondary and arose from 
the fact that the West could be attacked through them from the 
rear—a line of Communist thought that goes back to Lenin. 

The Zhdanov speech identifies the so-called national liberation, 
that is, Communist-led, movements in the colonies with the Soviet 
“camp” and thus promises them at least its moral support. The 



The Shift from the “Right” Strategy in Moscow 29 

speech also envisages, if it does not advocate, the use of armed force 
in the colonies. Its sharp denunciations of the socialist parties alone 
are enough to show that it marks a clear shift away from the “right” 
strategy. It was therefore widely assumed that the speech heralded 
?l return to tire “1eh” strategy. Actually, Viowever, there is in it virtu¬ 
ally no class analysis that makes possible a clear distinction between 
the “left” and the neo-Maoist strategy. The tenor of the speech is 
merely anti-imperialist and not, at least expressly, anti-bourgeois; and 
what Zhdanov offers by way of direct guidance to the Communist 
parties is at least as open to the interpretation that it recommends 
the neo-Maoist line as to the interpretation that it suggests a return 
to the “left” strategy. Here wc read that: 

Communists must support all the really patriotic elements who 
do not want their countries to be imposed upon, who want to resist 
enthrallment of their countries to foreign capital, and to uphold 
their national sovereignty. The Communists must be the leaders 
in enlisting all anti-fascist and freedom-loving elements in the 
struggle against the new American expansionist plans for the en¬ 
slavement of Europe. 

Zhdanov also says that “the Communist parties . . . must rally their 
ranks and unite their efforts on the basis of a common anti-imperialist 
and democratic platform, and gather around them all the democratic 
and patriotic forces of the people,” they must “take the lead of all 
the forces prepared to uphold the national honour and independ¬ 
ence.” 42 Just what classes arc to furnish these “really patriotic ele¬ 
ments” is not specified, but the language is so broad that it is not 
unreasonable to suppose that the anti-imperialist sections of the bour¬ 
geoisie might be among them. And, it might be contended, the fact 
that these directions are given by Zhdanov to Communist parties in 
Europe would make them not less but even more applicable to Asia, 
the original home of Maoism. It may be concluded that the Zhdanov 
speech certainly did not make it entirely clear whether the “right” 
strategy was to be replaced by the “left” or the neo-Maoist strategy, 
though perhaps it leaned toward the latter. It thus fits well into the 
pattern of uncertainty on this question then prevailing in Moscow 
which we have just described. 

The neo-Maoist application to the colonies of Zhdanov's report by 
Zhukov, December 1947 . The task of elaborating and applying the 
Zhdanov thesis to the colonial areas was undertaken by Zhukov in 
an important article the title of which, “The Growing Crisis of the 
Colonial System,” is derived from the Zhdanov speech. 43 Considering 
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the views he had already expressed at the Academy of Sciences in 
June of 1947, it comes as no surprise that Zhukov gave the Zhdanov 
analysis a thoroughly neo-Maoist interpretation. He diagnoses an 
upsurge of the national liberation movement as the determining 
factor in the political development of the colonies, and states, as he 
had already in June, that the working class is in the vanguard of 
this movement. But this time he not only is careful to include merely 
the “big” bourgeoisie, rather than the entire bourgeoisie, among its 
opponents, but he also clearly defines this “big” bourgeoisie in strictly 
Maoist terms as the “comprador and industrial” bourgeoisie “con¬ 
nected with foreign capital.” 44 He does not leave the inclusion of 
the “middle” bourgeoisie in the Communist-led movement to impli¬ 
cation, but states clearly that the Communist party, in leading the 
national liberation movement, unites “not only the proletariat and 
the peasantry but also the remaining strata of the toilers and in many 
countries also part of the bourgeoisie, mainly the petty and middle 
bourgeoisie.” 45 At the same time, Zhukov declares that the Commu¬ 
nist Party of India “. . . fights for the solidarity of all democratic 
forces of the people, for complete liberation of India from medieval 
survivals, for broad democratic reforms, which arc the guarantee of 
attainment of genuine independence from foreign imperialism.” 46 
He thus makes it very clear that the CPFs enemies are to remain, as 
they were under the “right” strategy, feudalism and imperialism, and 
not, as under the “left” strategy, capitalism. 

Here we have what appears to be the first unambiguous and authori¬ 
tative statement of the neo-Maoist strategy to emanate from Moscow. 
The fact that it was pronounced by as important a figure as Zhukov 
in the leading theoretical journal of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union and as an interpretation of the fundamental Zhdanov 
speech makes it of the greatest importance. And yet we would be 
hasty in concluding that Moscow had now settled on this interpreta¬ 
tion and that the neo-Maoist strategy was now the sole one enjoying 
Soviet support. In the very same month as the Zhukov article, and 
in the following month, there appeared articles by Balabushevicli and 
Dyakov, 47 respectively, in which these writers continue to show their 
hostility to the bourgeoisie and therefore to the neo-Maoist orienta¬ 
tion, although they now occasionally use the term “big” bourgeoisie. 
The difference of opinion between the advocates of the neo-Maoist 
strategy and the advocates of the “left” strategy, which had first been 
revealed at the session of the Academy of Sciences in June 1947, thus 
persisted half a year later and were apparently still ignored or con¬ 
sidered so unimportant as to require no reconciliation. They had 
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not been resolved by the Zhdanov speech, which was open to both a 
neo-Maoist and a “left” interpretation. 

Mao’s speech of December 25, 1947, and its report in Moscow. 
During the same period, on December 25, 1947, Mao Tse-tung deliv¬ 
ered a report to the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist 
Party 4 * containing some vigorous statements characteristic of the 
Maoist and neo-Maoist strategy. These are particularly noteworthy 
for us since the report became well known both in Moscow and India. 
In it Mao speaks of both the petty and middle bourgeoisie: “Wherever 
the state power of the New Democracy reaches, these classes must be 
firmly and unhesitatingly protected.” 49 The difference between the 
Maoist and neo-Maoist anti-imperialist and anti-feudal strategy with 
its belief in two revolutions, on the one hand, and the “left” anti¬ 
capitalist strategy of a single revolution, on the other, is made strik¬ 
ingly clear in his statement that “all that the New Democratic revo¬ 
lution aims to eliminate arc feudalism and monopoly capitalism, the 
landlord class and the bureaucratic bourgeoisie, not capitalism in 
general nor the petty or middle bourgeoisie”; capitalism must con¬ 
tinue “for a long period.” 50 Mao then expressly denounces the “left” 
strategy and proceeds to condemn excessively high standards in work¬ 
ing conditions and income tax rates and to sneer at the “welfare of the 
toilers,” but to speak seriously of bringing benefits to both labor and 
capital, all in language more reminiscent of that of an employers' 
association than that of Marx, which illustrates the very real differ¬ 
ence between the neo-Maoist and the traditional Communist strategies 
and also shows why its acceptance may meet with resistance or at 
least hesitation on the part of men and parties reared in the traditions 
of the class struggle. Mao .says: “We must by no means allow a recur¬ 
rence of such ultra-left, erroneous policies as were adopted toward the 
petty and middle bourgeoisie by our party in the period from 1981 to 
1934 (the advocation of uneconomically high standards in working 
conditions; excessively high income-tax rates; . . . the taking of a 
shortsighted, one-sided view of the so-called ‘welfare of the toilers' 
instead of making our objective the development of production, the 
prosperity of our economy, the taking into account of both public 
and private interests and benefits to both labour and capital).” 51 He 
expresses corresponding views with regard to the agricultural sector 
of the economy.* 

* “Our policy is to rely on the poor peasants and maintain a stable alliance with 
the middle peasants in order to destroy the system of feudal and semi-feudal 
exploitation by the landlord class and the old type of rich peasants. The land and 
properties which the landlords and rich peasants receive must not exceed those 
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Mao concludes his report with a passage that shows clearly that 
already in 1917, before his final victory in China, his interests went 
far beyond the confines of that country: “All the anti-imperialist 
forces of the various Eastern countries should also unite to oppose 
the oppression of imperialism and the reactionaries in their countries, 
and set as the goal of their struggle the liberation of the more than 
one thousand million oppressed people of the East/’ 52 Since he had 
earlier in his speech made it clear that he did not consider capitalists 
in general as among the “reactionaries” but on the contrary as among 
the anti-imperialist forces who were to unite against imperialism and 
against these reactionaries, this exhortation may be regarded as among 
the first Chinese Communist appeals to other Asian Communist parties 
to follow the neo-Maoist strategy. 

Mao’s report of December 1917 is thus a document of some impor¬ 
tance in international Communist affairs. The Indian Communists 
seem to have recognized it as such (although, as we shall see, its real 
significance was ignored by them), for they dealt with it at some 
length in their weekly newspaper 53 and reprinted it in their theo¬ 
retical organ. 54 Equally important, Moscow considered Mao’s address 
of sufficient interest to international Communism to report on it in 
the journal of the newly founded Cominform, although, to be sure, 
only at the bottom of the last page of an issue otherwise wholly 
devoted to European Communist parties/ 5 

We cannot be sure whether the character of the Cominform report 
proves merely the Cominform’s editors’ lack of understanding of the 
neo-Maoist strategy or their intention of concealing, by means of 
omission and distortion, the main features of this strategy from their 
readers among the leadership of the various Communist parties. At 
any rate, the eflcct must have been the latter. Nothing is said of Mao's 
concern for the protection of capitalism and the middle bourgeoisie; 
only his attacks on monopoly capitalism are reported, leaving the im¬ 
pression that this was an anti-capitalist rather than a pro-capitalist 
speech. Mao’s attack on the “left” strategy is mentioned, but in this 
form: “Mao Tse-tung warned against pursuing an ‘ultra-left’ incorrect 

which the mass of peasants get. But neither should there he a repetition of the 
ultra-left, erroneous policy carried out between 1931 and 1934, the so-called policy 
of ‘distribute no land to the landlords and poor land to the rich peasants.’ ” Mao 
Tse-tung, “On the Present Situation and our Tasks” in Otto B. van der Sprenkel, 
cd., New China; Three Views (London: Turnstile Press, 1950), p. 161. Rich 
peasants must be given treatment different from that meted out to the landlords 
(ibid., p. 162) and “it is . . . necessary to heed the opinion of the middle peasants. 
... If they do not agree, concessions should he made to them.” (ibid., p. 163). 
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policy in relation to the middle class and petty-bourgeoisie." Here 
and in another passage the term “middle class," which in the Com¬ 
munist vocabulary stands for groups like the intelligentsia, white- 
collar workers, artisans, and small traders, is substituted lor Mao's 
“middle bourgeoisie," which means something very different, namely 
capitalists, as Mao had made very clear.* The final paragraph of 
Mao’s address appealing to all the anti-imperialist forces of the East 
to unite is reported in lull, but, following upon the changes just noted, 
it is now devoid of its specifically Maoist content. 

Thus this rendition of the Maoist document in the Cominform 
journal cannot be regarded as constituting an endorsement of the 
neo-Maoist strategy in Moscow, but on the contrary indicates that that 
strategy either was not yet understood or was even opposed in some 
quarters there. That the neo-Maoist current, though strong, con¬ 
tinued to be only one of two running side by side in Moscow is also 
shown by another article by Balabushevich, which treats the entire 
Indian bourgeoisie as the enemy of the workers and refers to it as 
“reactionary" and to the Indian working class as “determined to carry 
on an active campaign against capitalist exploitation," 56 two months 
after Zhukov had spoken of the working class uniting with part of 
the bourgeoisie and Mao had condemned any excessive activity against 
capitalist exploitation. 

The Calcutta Youth Conference of February 191S. Finally, we can 
try to glean an expression of the Soviet view on the strategy to be 
followed by the CPI from the South East Asia Youth Conference held 
in Calcutta February 19-26, 1918, by two Moscow-directed interna¬ 
tional Communist front organizations, the World Federation of Demo¬ 
cratic Youth (WFDY) and the International Union of Students 
(IUS). Since this meeting was attended by guests from the USSR 
and also from Europe, America, and Australasia, as well as delegates 
from India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Burma, Malaya, Vietnam, Indonesia, 
North and South Korea, and the Philippines, much speculation has 
centered on it. It has been widely implied that insurrections break¬ 
ing out in Burma, Malaya, and Indonesia within the next several 
months were ordered at this meeting. 57 This cannot be disproved, 
but, as one thorough student of the subject states, “there is no tan¬ 
gible evidence for this contention." 58 At any rate, so far as India is 
concerned, we have already seen that the Communist-led peasant revolts 
in Hyderabad began a year and a half before the Calcutta Youth Con- 

* Similarly, of the passage on the policy to be followed in rural areas, quoted in 
the footnote above, only the first sentence is reported. 
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ference. And we cannot accept as literally correct the implication 
that the CPI received instructions to adopt a new line at this meet¬ 
ing, 50 for, as we shall see in the next section, the CPI had already made 
the decisive shift two months earlier. 

Undoubtedly, however, the Conference presented an opportunity for 
the Asian delegates to become acquainted or more familiar with the 
shift away from the “right” strategy in Moscow, which we have been 
tracing in this section. 00 It would therefore be of great interest to 
determine whether the Calcutta Conference tended to advocate a turn 
toward the “left” or the neo-Maoist strategy in India, but unfortu¬ 
nately the published material on the conference 01 furnishes no con¬ 
clusive answer to this question. It is, of course, quite possible that 
the Youth Conference, just like the composite voice of Moscow during 
the preceding half year, which we have now pieced together, was 
undecided in its choice between the “left” and neo-Maoist strategies 
and probably not even aware of the choice, but only sounded a vaguely 
radical, anti-“right” strategy call. This view finds some support in 
the report of the Conference in the CPI press that, on the one hand, 
relates that the Conference called on the youth of Southeast Asia to 
unite with all democratic and progressive forces in their countries, a 
statement with a rather neo-Maoist flavor, but, on the other hand, 
makes the decidedly “left” and anti-Maoist assertion that “the national 
bourgeoisie . . . afraid of the revolutionary mass movement, has com¬ 
promised with imperialism.” 02 This may or may not be a correct 
report on the decisions of the Conference, but it is significant as an 
indication that the Indian Communist leadership, which was at any 
rate, as we shall shortly see, disposed in this direction, could come 
away from the Conference with the impression that it had supported 
a “left” line. 

Summarizing this section, we can conclude that by February 1948 
no clear decision had been reached in Moscow as to whether the neo- 
Maoist or the “left” strategy was to replace the “right” strategy that 
had been given up after mid-1947. There is no evidence that there 
was any conflict or even any keen awareness of important differences 
between the alternative strategies. It is possible, however, that at least 
by the end of 1947 the neo-Maoist strategy was more and more appre¬ 
ciated and preferred in Moscow, as is indicated perhaps by the highly 
important Zhdanov speech of September and certainly by its inter¬ 
pretation by the authoritative Zhukov. That this was not a universal 
tendency, however, is clear from the continued recognition given in 
Moscow to the views of Balabushevich and Dyakov, who remained 
faithful to the “left” strategy in this period. 
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III. The Shift from the “Right” Strategy in India 

We must now return to the Communist Party of India, which we 
left in the fall of 1917 when it was receiving little useful guidance 
from Moscow and following a "right” strategy of vigorously advocat¬ 
ing a united front from above with Nehru and his wing of the Con¬ 
gress. In view of the inherent "leftist” tendency of the CPI, it is not 
surprising that there was growing dissatisfaction within the Party with 
this policy of P. C. Joshi, its General Secretary, of cooperation with 
part of the Congress leadership. Some Indian Communist leaders 
found great significance in the Communist-led peasant uprisings in 
Telengana and were perhaps already impressed by the successes of 
the Chinese Communists; 6:1 others seemed to desire better exploitation 
of the discontent of the urban workers 04 and consequently greater 
emphasis on attacks on the bourgeoisie. Wc shall have more to say 
in the next chapter about this division into a rural and an urban 
wing among the advocates of the united front from below. In the fall 
of 1947, in the absence of a decisive lead from Moscow suggesting the 
abandonment of the strategy of the united front from above, both 
wings, including B. T. Ranadive, the leader of the "left” faction, were 
reluctantly following the "right” policy. It is very probable that the 
proceedings of the Soviet Academy of Sciences of June 1947, which 
heralded a shift away from the "right” strategy in Moscow, either 
remained unknown in India or were not recognized as indicating a 
change of policy, for they would undoubtedly have been seized upon 
by the dissatisfied elements of the CPI leadership as a welcome excuse 
for the change of strategy they desired. 

The CPI Central Committee meeting of December 1917, It was in 
this situation of internal discontent and factionalism and of lack of 
guidance from abroad that the Zhdanov speech to the first meeting 
of the Com in form found the CPI. The first report of this meeting 
appeared in the Indian Communist press in the middle of October, 66 
and the CPI recognized its importance by reprinting the full text of 
the Pravda editorial on the subject three weeks later. 66 The full text 
of Zhdanov's speech itself appeared in the first issue of the Cominform 
journal of November 10, 1947. From December 7 to 16 the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of India met and made the neces¬ 
sary adjustments. Ranadive, who shortly before then still supported 
the policy of cooperation with Nehru, 07 later claimed that the change 
in policy made at this meeting was the result of the discovery during 
the preceding months by a majority of Central Committee members 
from "their own experience” of how far they had "strayed”; 68 but, if 
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the sequence of events was not convincing enough, we have Joshi’s 
own word for it that in December 1947 “the old CC revises its post¬ 
war policy on the basis of Zhdanov’s Report to the Nine Parties 
Conference/’ 08 

As we have seen, Zhdanov said virtually nothing about Communist 
strategy in underdeveloped areas in his speech. That speech did, how¬ 
ever, mark a clear and sharp turn away from the “right” strategy, and 
it also seemed to sanction the use of armed force in the colonies. It is 
probable that the neo-Maoist interpretation Zhukov made in applying 
the Zhdanov thesis to the colonial areas was not yet available to the 
CPI Central Committee, whose meeting adjourned on December 16, 
for it was printed only in the issue of Bolshevik dated December 15 
(and Soviet periodicals apparently often do not appear until some 
time after their date of issue).* With nothing but Zhdanov’s vague 
and largely inapplicable language to guide it, but wu'th the certainty 
that it was now expected to discard its “right” strategy, the CPI lead¬ 
ership, inclined to be “leftist” as much of it was, especially at this 
time, and having never known any alternative to the “right” strategy 
other than the “left” strategy, inevitably executed a sharp turn to the 
“left.” This turn was embodied in an apparently little-known resolu¬ 
tion of the Central Committee 70 that is important enough to merit 
some detailed analysis. It may be noted that, although the Central 
Committee met under the nominal leadership of Joshi, its General 
Secretary, Ranadive later noted that Joshi accepted the statement of 
the new policy but did not vote for it, since he had not yet made a 
complete turn. 71 Thus, as was to be expected, with the change in 
policy from “right” to “left,” effective leadership passed largely from 
Joshi, who was associated with the former, to Ranadive, who was 
identified with the latter. 

The “Left” December 1917 resolution. The December 1947 resolu¬ 
tion contains all the essential elements of the “left” strategy. Most 
important, it looks upon the Indian bourgeoisie as an enemy along 
with imperialism and feudalism; “it shed all illusions about the na¬ 
tional bourgeoisie,” 72 as the “left” official Party history says. The 
bourgeoisie is now regarded as an ally of imperialism: “The Indian 
bourgeoisie has given up the path of opposition to imperialist domi¬ 
nation and has become collaborationist”; 73 “the Indian bourgeoisie is 
afraid of the masses whom it is determined to suppress”; “it is . . . 
servile and anti-national.” The Mountbattcn Award gave the people 
“not real but fake independence. Through this award, British im- 

* This chronological argument is not essential to our interpretation; see pp. 39-40, 
below. 
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perialism . . . gave to the bourgeoisie an important share of state 
power, subservient to itself ... in order to drown the national revo¬ 
lution in blood.” The MountbaUcn Award was thus not really a 
retreat of imperialism, as the CPI had held during the past half year, 
“but its cunning counteroffensive against the rising forces of the 
Indian people.” 

It is to be noted that throughout the resolution the entire bour¬ 
geoisie is being condemned. No distinction whatever is made between 
anti-imperialist and pro-imperialist sections of the bourgeoisie, as is 
characteristic of the neo-Maoist strategy, or between its “progressive” 
Nehru and “reactionary” Patel wings, as was made under the “right” 
strategy until a few days earlier. The possibility of the first kind of 
distinction is never even taken into account, indicating that the neo- 
Maoist strategy was not considered and probably not known as an 
available alternative to the “right” strategy; but the second distinc¬ 
tion is expressly disavowed. The Indian Government and the leader¬ 
ship of the Congress, both of which included the Nehru wing, and 
the leadership of the Muslim League arc all identified with the bour¬ 
geoisie and thus with imperialism: “The leadership of these two 
organizations, who represent the interests of capitalists and landlords, 
have reconciled themselves to the position of collaboration with Anglo- 
American imperialism.” The “Government of India ... is trailing 
behind the imperialist warmongers.” It is collaborating with “Anglo- 
American imperialism in order to satisfy the selfish greed of national 
Big Business.” Thus, what Ranadive had only a few days earlier 
hailed as Nehru's progressive foreign policy is now Nehru's “so-called 
neutrality . . . only leading to subservience to the Anglo-American 
imperialist camp.” “To sum up, since August 15, the leadership of 
the Indian National Congress and the Muslim League, strongly en¬ 
trenched in the Governments of India and Pakistan respectively, have 
started making political, economic and military alliances with Anglo- 
American imperialism. They arc strengthening the camp of reaction 
all along the line.”* 

Another characteristic of the “left” strategy is the expectation that 
the coming revolution will lay the foundation of socialism rather 
than, as in both the “right” and the neo-Maoist strategies, be merely 
the bourgeois-democratic revolution that is separated from the social¬ 
ist revolution by a considerable length of time. This feature, too, 
may be found in the resolution of December 1947 where it says that 
the aim of the Communist-led movement “shall be such a fundamental 

* The references to the Anglo-American imperialist “camp” and the “camp” of 
reaction are indications of the influence of the Zhdanov speech on this resolution. 
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reorganization of government both in India and Pakistan as will 
assure complete independence and progressive democracy as a transi¬ 
tion to Socialism/' As we shall see, this belief of the Indian Com¬ 
munist leadership in a single revolution became more radical and 
clearly expressed within the following three months. 

As always, the “left" strategy is to be implemented by the united 
front from below aimed at weakening the major non-Communist 
parties by winning over some of their members and subsidiary organi¬ 
zations: “A Democratic Front composed of all Left parties, progressive 
people inside the Congress and the League, sections of the Congress 
and the League, mass organizations of workers, peasants and progres¬ 
sive intellectuals, can and must be built up for complete independence 
and real democracy/' That it is to be a united front from below is 
made quite explicit: “Such a front will be built up from below by 
the solidarity of the toiling people and backed by the joint efforts 
of all Left parties and progressive sections/' The separation of the 
rank and file of the non-Communist parties from their leaders is a 
necessary part of this scheme, and a statement that the Congress and 
League masses must be released from the influence “of the bourgeois 
leaders" is therefore not lacking in the resolution. Needless to say, 
this “left" united front from below, unlike the neo-Maoist united 
front from below, does not include any section of the bourgeoisie—on 
the contrary, it is to “fight, for the programme of democratic revolu¬ 
tion . . . against reaction and the bourgeoisie." 

While there is no outright appeal for violence, it is made clear that 
the methods to be relied upon in the execution of the new policy are 
not entirely peaceful ones: . . the upsurge of States people's struggles, 
the peasant unrest in South India, Bihar, Orissa and Bengal, the 
strike struggles of the workers, the mass demonstrations against special 
Emergency Powers in Calcutta, the struggles of middle-class employees, 
and students, these are the forces that will grow and defeat Anglo- 
American imperialism and its reactionary allies." Gone, once again, 
are the days of the slogans “Increase Production" and “Don't foment 
Strikes." 

In fact, all that was left of Joshi's “right" policy in this complete 
about-face of December 1947 was a certain continuity in the Com¬ 
munist attitude toward the communal riots. These, to be sure, are 
now no longer blamed solely on the imperialists and the feudal order, 
but are described as “the direct results of the imperialist conspiracy 
and bourgeois compromise." The “workers, peasants and progressive 
intelligentsia" are the most determined forces resisting the riots, but 
in doing so, it is still said, “they will unhesitatingly support every 
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move of the government and of the national leadership and press 
upon them to adopt serious measures.” But the “left” strategy re¬ 
asserts itself immediately, for it is added that “until the bourgeois 
policy of collaboration with imperialism ... is successfully defeated, 
riots will take place again and again.” 

The relation between Ranadive’s and Moscow's policies. Shortly 
after the December 1947 meeting of the Central Committee the 
Zhukov analysis applying the Zhdanov thesis to the colonial areas 
must have become known among the CPI leadership. Although its 
neo-Maoist tendency, expressed in remarks envisaging the cooperation 
of Communists with certain sections of the bourgeoisie, was clearly 
in conflict with the “left” wholesale condemnation of the bourgeoisie 
of the new CPI policy, no change in this policy was made; on the 
contrary, it subsequently became even more pronounced in its anti¬ 
bourgeois tendencies under Ranadive's influence.* To explain this 
disregard by the Indian Communists of an authoritative Soviet analy¬ 
sis of their situation, it must, first of all, be remembered that the most 
striking aspect of the Zhukov article, as of the Zhdanov speech, was 
not its neo-Maoist features but rather its emphatic abandonment of 
the “right” strategy. Men steeped in the “left” tradition of Commu¬ 
nism and eager to return to it could easily overlook its essential neo- 
Maoist message in the mass of radical language, which distinguishes 
equally the “left” and the neo-Maoist strategy from the “right” one. 
That Ranadivc was in this frame of mind, there can be no doubt. 
Joshi relates that during this period Ranadivc once told him that 
“the whole pack of reformists” who got control of the different Com¬ 
munist parties after the dissolution of the Comintern would now get 
the sack, 74 indicating clearly that he thought that the formation of the 
Cominform and Zhdanov's report to it signaled a return to the old 
“left” strategy of Communism and that, the more radically a “left” 
line he followed, the better his chances of being in tune with Moscow. 

That Ranadivc should thus have misunderstood Zhukov or perhaps 
have considered his neo-Maoist passages inapplicable to India is the 
less surprising when it is recalled that even in Moscow there was no 
clarity on the issue of whether the “left” or the neo-Maoist strategy 
should replace the “right” one. As we have seen, V. Balabuslievich 

* Even Joshi, when he later recognized this policy as “incorrect," did not claim 
that he had opposed it or had been aware of any Soviet opposition to it, but 
accepted part of the blame for it: “We came to the conclusion that the bourgeoisie 
as a whole had gone over to imperialism. This mistaken notion was also the evi¬ 
dence of our theoretical backwardness and subjectivism.” P. C. Joshi, “Letter to 
Comrade Ranadive," dated February 10, 1950, Views, May 1950, p. 39. 
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and A. Dyakov, the recognized Soviet authorities on India, also inter¬ 
preted the Zhdanov thesis as a return to the “left” strategy. It is 
conceivable that Ranadive consciously followed these two writers as 
against Zhukov, but, just as it seemed to us unlikely that Balabushe- 
vidi and Dyakov on the one hand and Zhukov on the other repre¬ 
sented sharply defined and opposed factions in Moscow, so it is much 
more probable that Ranadive was simply interpreting and following 
Moscow’s line as well as he could—although Balabushcvich’s and 
Dyakov’s writings must have confirmed him in his course. Consider¬ 
ing his inclinations and the novelty of the neo-Maoist strategy, it 
was only natural that he should be led on the same path as Balabushe- 
vicli and Dyakov. He undoubtedly felt that he was enjoying support 
in Moscow, but whether he thought of it in terms of general Soviet 
backing or relied on the support of a particular faction is impossible 
to say.* 

It is quite possible that Moscow took no direct hand in installing 
the Ranadive leadership. Rather, having been Joshi’s chief “leftist” 
rival within the CPI Politburo For some time, Ranadive naturally fell 
heir to his mantle when the policy shift in Moscow became known in 
India. This does not exclude the possibility that dissatisfaction with 
Joshi’s policy had become so strong in the CPI leadership that Rana¬ 
dive took advantage of this shift in Moscow to oust Joslii. 75 At any 
rate, it is doubtful whether anyone in the Indian Party had at that 
time a better understanding than Ranadive of what the shift in 
Moscow might mean and, in particular, of the lico-Maoist strategy of 
including part of the bourgeoisie in the united front from below. 


# Two former leading German Communists who have closely studied interna¬ 
tional Communism, but whose personal experience with its workings in the 1920’s 
predisposes them to think in terms of left-right factional divisions in Moscow and 
their reflections in the various Communist parties, have suggested that the Ranadive 
leadership, being “leftist,” was set up by Zhdanov—Franz Borkcnau, “The Chances 
of a Mao-Stalin Rift,” Commentary, XIV (August 1952), 117-123, p. 122—or at 
least relied on his faction for support—Ruth Fischer, “The Indian Communist 
Party,” Far Eastern Survey, XXII, No. 7 (June 1953) , 82. We know of no evidence 
for this. It is also implied that Zhdanov was opposed to Mao (sec p. 26, above, and 
pp. 76-77, below), a matter of which we also know nothing, but which must in 
any case be sharply distinguished from the question of the various Communist 
strategies with which we are here primarily concerned. Zhdanov did not clearly 
favor the "left” strategy, as we have seen from his speech and from the fact that it 
was left to the neo-Maoist Zhukov for interpretation, nor, of course, has Mao 
championed the “right” strategy since World War II. As will become clear as we 
progress, any attempt to divide all Communist strategies into “right” and “left” and 
to ignore the neo-Maoist strategy as a third independent strategy leaves the postwar 
history of the CPI inexplicable. 
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The rural wing of the CPI did, indeed, conic closer to Maoism in its 
emphasis on peasant uprisings than did Ranadive with his chief 
reliance on urban action; but this specifically Chinese aspect of Mao¬ 
ism, as we have noted, had remained unappreciated in Moscow by 
all sides, by the neo-Maoist Zhukov no less than by the “leftists” 
Dyakov and IValahush evieh. 

It is thus likely that, in spite of the clear conflict between Ranadive’s 
policy and that advocated by Zhukov, Moscow, itself not too sure of 
its strategy and chiefly aware only of its abandonment of the “right” 
strategy, had no strenuous objections to Ranadive’s “left” course and 
certainly did nothing drastic to change it. The publication in the 
Indian Communist press of Mao’s report to the Central Committee 
of the Chinese Communist Party oi December 1917 and especially the 
manner in which it was reported in the Com inform journal could 
even have reinforced Ranadive’s “leftist” thinking, since its emphasis 
was chiefly on the military victories of the Chinese Communists. At 
any rate, Mao did not have enough prestige in the CPI then to cause 
it to modify in accordance with his ideas a course that it thought 
was in line with Moscow’s demands. The Calcutta Youth Conference, 
which gave the CPI leadership an opportunity to hold face-to-face dis¬ 
cussions with Soviet emissaries, also must—whether he interpreted 
their words rightly or wrongly—have confirmed Ranadive’s conviction 
that liis policy had Moscow’s approval, for, if it changed at all after 
this Conference, it was only to turn somewhat, further to the “left.” 

December 1947—the turning point from, "right” to “left ” Since the 
various indications of the Soviet and Chinese Communist attitude 
that became available to the CPI in the period between the meeting 
of its Central Committee in December 1947 and its Second Congress 
at the beginning of March 1948 failed to modify its “left” position, it 
is clear that the turning point in Indian Communist strategy is to be 
found at the Central Committee meeting and was a result of the 
Zhdanov speech. This has often been overlooked because the Con¬ 
gress with its formal change of leadership and the bitter denunciation 
by Ranadive of Joshi and his policy was a spectacular event, while the 
Central Committee session and its important resolution seem to have 
gone largely unreported.* The attention of most observers has thus 

* Remarkably enough, the CPI s chief organ. People's Age, contains no report on 
either the Central Committee meeting or its December resolution until February 15 
and apparently never printed the resolution. It is by no means clear why the Party 
refrained for two full months from publicizing beyond its own ranks its great policy 
switch. Possibly Ranadive was not yet in full control of the Party machinery during 
this period and Joshi could prevent the publication; perhaps, having acted merely 
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been focused on the Congress, and this in turn has led to the belief 
that the South East Asia Youth Conference, which dosed in Calcutta 
just two days before the Second Congress of the CPI opened in the 
same city, played a far greater role in the determination of the new 
Indian Party line than it actually could have. 

The two and a half months following the December meeting of the 
Central Committee were, then, no longer a period of policy change 
but rather one in which the new policy already adopted was passed 
down to the lower levels of the Party’s leadership and it was made 
certain that the delegates to the forthcoming Congress would be in 
favor of and thoroughly imbued with the new line. As the CPI’s 
official history states, the Central Committee’s resolution was issued 
to the entire Party ranks and on its basis a “self-critical review” was 
held throughout the Party in January and February, after which pro¬ 
vincial conferences met to elect delegates to the Congress. 76 During 
this same period a drafting commission appointed by the Central 
Committee in December prepared a Draft Political Thesis for the 
Congress that was published on February 15 77 and that will be dis¬ 
cussed in the next chapter. The Congress itself, as Joshi states quite 
frankly, merely endorsed the new policy decided upon by the Central 
Committee three months earlier. 78 Its further discussion therefore 
does not belong in this chapter, which has dealt with the postwar 
“right” strategy and the shift away from it, both in Moscow and in 
India, but in the following chapter, which takes up the development 
of the “left” strategy in India during the next two years. 
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THE “LEFT” STRATEGY IN INDIA (1948-1949) 


I. Tiie Line of the Second Congress of the CPI 

The Second Congress of the Communist Party of India met in 
Calcutta from February 28 to March 6, 1948. As we have just seen, 
its main task was to ratify the CPI's new “left” policy that had been 
initiated by the December 1917 resolution. This policy was succes¬ 
sively elaborated in the Draft Political Thesis mentioned at the end 
of the last chapter, in Ranadivc’s report to the Congress on this Draft 
Thesis, 1 and finally in the Political Thesis, 2 a document of 95 pages, 
largely identical with the Draft Thesis but amended by the Central 
Committee after the Second Congress “in the light of the discussion” 3 
there and thus constituting the most authoritative statement of the 
new strategy during this period. 

The enemy—the entire bourgeoisie. The dominant influence in the 
documents of the Second Congress, as it was in the December 1947 
resolution, is that of the Zhdanov report and its two-camp theory. 
In its conviction that this doctrine meant a return to the “left” 
strategy, the CPI leadership gave it an interpretation that is not to 
be found in Zhdanov’s own speech: it identified the entire bour¬ 
geoisie all over the world with the camp of imperialism. Thus the 
Political Thesis slates that “the entire world bourgeoisie ... is attempt¬ 
ing to blend itself together to stem the tide of revolution and oppose 
the working class.” 4 Ranadivc makes the point even more clearly 
when he says in his report to the Congress: “In every country, includ¬ 
ing the colonics, the bourgeoisie and their servitors, the social demo¬ 
crats, menaced by the revolution, are lining up with the Anglo- 
American imperialists in their fight against the forces of democracy 
and socialism .... This new correlation of forces expresses itself in 
the formation of two camps, which face each other in irreconcilable 
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conflict . . . “In every country the bourgeoisie and its henchmen 
have gone over to the camp of Anglo-American imperialism/' 

The “left" strategy thus seemed to flow logically from the two-camp 
doctrine; and its neo-Maoist alternative, which is at least equally 
compatible with the Zhdanov thesis, was ignored. It is clear by now 
that this was not surprising in view of Moscow’s own uncertainty on 
the matter at the time. In the CPI leadership, not only Ranadive, 
but Joshi, who also knew only the alternatives of "right" and "left," 
agreed to the "left" interpretation. Only two years later, when 
Moscow’s view had become dear, did Joshi realize and state in a letter 
to Ranadive that "wc" got the wrong idea from the Zhdanov report 
that the world bourgeoisie as a whole had gone counterrevolutionary 
and was in a bloc with imperialism. 5 

Like the December resolution, then, the Political Thesis is full of 
condemnation of the bourgeoisie. It states repeatedly that the bour¬ 
geoisie has “gone over to collaboration," 0 that there is now a "combine 
of imperialism, feudalism and the bourgeoisie,” 7 and that therefore 
"every step forward of the popular struggle is to be taken not only 
in opposition to imperialism but in opposition to the bourgeoisie.” 8 
Again the bourgeoisie is denounced in its entirety. The Draft Thesis 
still admits that there could be differences between bourgeois leaders 
and that the working class "distinguishes between the progressive and 
the reactionary” bourgeoisie, but it emphasizes that differences be¬ 
tween Sardar Patel and Nehru arc merely "imaginary.” 0 The final 
version of the Thesis admits of no possible significant differences at 
all: "All shades of difference within the bourgeois camp . . . are 
entirely subordinated to the new basic realignment of the class as a 
whole, namely its role of collaboration with imperialism .... That 
is why today it is anti-Marxist for the working class to base its strategy 
on ‘differences’ within the bourgeois camp such as ‘Paiel-Nehru’ dif¬ 
ferences.” 10 

The rejection of any such strategy is thus phrased so broadly as to 
include not only the former "right” strategy of the CPI, but, most 
probably unwittingly, also the neo-Maoist strategy. The attack is 
aimed only at the "right” strategy, however, since the existence of the 
neo-Maoist strategy is not even acknowledged. Again and again it is 
emphasized that the entire Congress leadership represents "bourgeois 
vested interests,” 11 that "Nehru has completely surrendered to Patel’s 
policy.” 12 In particular, Nehru’s foreign policy is denounced as rep¬ 
resenting "the interests of Big Business inasmuch as it kept India away 
from the democratic camp and opened the way to the imperialist 
camp” 18 and as merely hiding "its subservience to the Anglo-American 
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bloc in world politics under the cover of ‘neutrality* between oppos¬ 
ing camps/* 14 

While the tenor of the Thesis is undoubtedly at least as anti¬ 
bourgeois as it is anti-imperialist, the Indian bourgeoisie is charac¬ 
terized as dependent on the imperialists for its very existence, 16 as 
“playing the role of a junior partner to imperialism/* 16 “Imperialism 
was basing itself on a new class, the national bourgeoisie/’ 17 and it is 
the imperialists who “establish a new line-up of imperialism, Princes, 
landlords and the bourgeoisie/’ 18 India’s status is described as “not 
real but fake independence”; 10 and it is concluded that the colonial 
order has been retained. 20 Thus, in theory if not in emphasis, imperi¬ 
alism rather than the bourgeoisie continues to be regarded as the 
main enemy, as it had been under the “right” strategy. Parallel to 
this, and also noteworthy in view of later developments, is the reten¬ 
tion of the anti-feudal rather than anti-capitalist emphasis in agricul¬ 
ture. The “Tasks on the Peasant Front,” to which a section of the 
Thesis is devoted, are almost wholly anti-feudal, 21 the “middle” peas¬ 
ant being unequivocally included with the poor and landless peasants 
in the anti-feudal line-up. 22 

One-stage revolution; united front from below; violence. The reso¬ 
lution of December 1947 had already somewhat vaguely indicated 
an expectation, usually associated with the “left” strategy, of a single 
revolution accomplishing the goals of the bourgeois-democratic and 
the proletarian-socialist revolution. This now becomes more out¬ 
spoken. The Thesis states that the revolutionary struggles of the 
postwar period are so powerful “that the achievement at one stroke 
of People’s Democracy (as in the countries of Eastern Europe) becomes 
an immediately attainable objective.” 2 ' 1 The Draft Thesis had still 
somewhat cautiously followed this thought with the statement that 
“the achievement of this objective lays the preparatory ground for 
the Socialist revolution/' 24 but the final Thesis replaces even this 
hint at two revolutions with the statement that “the imperialists and 
their bourgeois collaborators are overthrown and power passes into 
the hands of the toiling people led by the working class, which assures 
not only complete national independence but also the liquidation of 
the capitalist social order and the building of Socialism.” 25 And the 
final Thesis also includes a passage, not contained in the Draft, declar¬ 
ing that the Communist-led front would “create the pre-conditions for 
the establishment of a democratic state, which will really be an instru¬ 
ment for implementing the full program of the democratic movement 
and for simultaneously passing on to Socialist construction, without 
an intermediary stage of capitalism.” 26 
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The united front from below, of course, remains the instrument of 
the ‘‘left” strategy. The new Democratic Front is to be “an alliance 
between the working class, the peasantry and the progressive intelli¬ 
gentsia/' it is to seek the cooperation of all left parties and elements, 
but it is to be based on the masses and not to be a top alliance of 
parties. 27 The masses of the Congress and Muslim League must be 
brought “in opposition to their leaders" 28 as must the ranks of the 
Socialist Party. 29 Characteristically, one page of the Thesis is devoted 
to the Congress and Muslim League while four pages are given over 
to denunciation of the far smaller Socialist Party. No doubt is left 
that “the core of the new Front will be the Communist Party," which 
must be independent and lead the masses. 20 

The Political Thesis, generalizing Zhdanov's remark in his speech 
at the first Cominform meeting, is more explicit on the subject of 
violence than the December resolution, stating that “the postwar 
revolutionary epoch has brought the colonics to the path of armed 
struggle against the imperialists and their allies." 21 Much more must 
have been said on the subject in the oral discussions at the Second 
Congress. Those reported stress the fighting in Telengana, which, as 
we have seen, was not a result of the recent policy shift but had been 
going on for well over a year. Thus Ranadivc stated that: 

Telengana is another big landmark in the history of struggles led 
under the leadership of our party. Here we took the struggle to new 
qualitative heights with exemplary organization. . . . Telengana 
today means Communists and Communists means Telengana. 32 

Another speaker at the Congress goes even further in charting the 
CPI’s future course: 

The heroic people of Telengana, the great example of their fight 
against autocracy, not only show what will happen inside the States, 
but also what will be the real future of India and Pakistan. That 
is the way the victorious people must march to freedom and real 
democracy. Therefore we must respect this battle ... as a struggle 
of a new type. We must be proud to say that here at least there is 
the force that will achieve Indian liberation. ... If we can create 
this spirit of revolution among the masses, among the toiling people, 
we shall find reaction collapsing like a house of cards. 83 

On the whole, then, the documents of the Second Congress of the 
CPI are essentially an elaboration of the December 1947 resolution, 
going somewhat beyond it only on the questions of the one-stage 
revolution and violence. It is noteworthy that the last remnant of 
Joshi’s policy in that resolution, the promise of support to the gov¬ 
ernment against the communal riots, is expunged. Of it the Thesis 
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says that “the riot offensive . . . has led many people to believe . . . 
that it was the business of the people to line up unconditionally 
behind the government. This is a totally wrong understanding of 
the situation.*’ 34 

Ranadive's expectation of an imminent revolution . We mentioned 
in the last chapter that Ranadivc was clearly under the impression 
that Zhdanov’s speech and the formation of the Cominform heralded 
a return to the old radical “left” strategy. Not only was he wrong 
in foreseeing the development of the Soviet strategy for international 
Communism; the documents of the Second Congress make it clear 
that he was also wrong in predicting the social development of the 
next few years, for he expected an imminent breakdown of capitalism 
and outbreaks of revolution everywhere. These two expectations were 
not unrelated; rather, Ranadive deduced his perspective of the immi¬ 
nent world revolution, just like his belief in a sharp turn to the “left” 
in Moscow, from Zhdanov’s speech itself and not from any independ¬ 
ent investigation of the world situation. It is only on the basis of 
these two expectations that the policy followed by the CPI during the 
next two years can be understood. 

The introductory section of the Political Thesis on “The Interna¬ 
tional Situation/* which is clearly an effort to follow the Zhdanov 
speech closely, declares that “Europe for the capitalists is on the brink 
of disaster/* 35 it refers to “the imminent menace of revolution*’ 30 and 
to imperialism “faced with the biggest revolutionary wave menacing 
its very existence, with the utter collapse of the capitalist order in 
Europe.” 37 At the same time, the “people’s victory in the Chinese 
struggle will change the entire shape of Asia and the world and ensure 
the doom of the colonial and capitalist order/’ 38 

Two years later Joshi realized that the Thesis had misinterpreted 
Zhdanov here and should instead have spoken only of a “deepening 
crisis.*’ 39 Rut Ranadive, having formed his picture of the European 
and world situation through this misinterpretation, went a step further 
and transferred it to India. “What is happening in our country,’* he 
said, “is an integral part of what is happening elsewhere, the crack-up 
of the world imperialist system . . ., a crack-up of its economic sys¬ 
tem.” 40 He apparently mistook some disillusionment with the Con¬ 
gress and newly won independence, especially in Indian intellectual 
circles, for a “mounting revolutionary upsurge.** 41 

According to Joshi, the Second Congress expected a revolutionary 
seizure of power within a few months through the conversion of all 
native states into Telenganas. 42 That this completely unrealistic atti¬ 
tude prevailed among the CPI leadership is also confirmed by a 
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Communist circular of February 23, 1948, a few days before the Second 
Congress, which viewed the railway strike set for March 9 as a struggle 
for the seizure of power, told the Party members that it would be the 
onset of the Indian October Revolution, and directed them “to 
organize clashes from beforehand, to engage the police ... to keep 
ready plans for seizure of government strong points/’ 43 Actually, the 
strike was a major defeat for the Communists and a dismal failure, 
for hardly any of the workers struck. 

Replacement of Joshi by Ranadive; Joshi’s attitude . A Communist 
party congress ratifying a switch to a new party line faces a certain 
dilemma with regard to its leadership. Formally, the new party lead¬ 
ership is not elected by the congress until its very end, since the 
adoption of the new policy must logically precede it. However, it 
would be inconceivable to leave the discredited leadership in con¬ 
trol of the congress. Thus we have the spectacle of the entire Second 
Congress of the CPI being dominated by Ranadive, although he was 
not yet elected General Secretary, while Joshi, who nominally still held 
this office, rvas in disgrace and was not even re-elected to the new 
Central Committee. 44 There is no doubt that Joshi’s power had come 
to an end before the Congress. As we saw in the last chapter, this 
probably happened at the meeting of the Central Committee in De¬ 
cember 1947, although it may also have been a result of Zhukov’s 
article of December 15 or of the February Youth Conference in Cal¬ 
cutta. Ranadive, on the other hand, not only presented the report 
on the Draft Thesis but also delivered the other major report to the 
Congress, a long one on “self-criticism.” We have referred to it occa¬ 
sionally throughout the last chapter and can summarize it here as 
an attack on the policy followed by the CPI from 1945 to 1917, and 
particularly on Joslii for not recognizing the “collaborationist” role 
of the bourgeoisie and for “trailing behind” the bourgeoisie. 45 The 
impression we have gained of Ranadivc’s frame of mind is confirmed 
by the fact that he spent, according to the official report, fully four 
and a half hours delving into this subject and that the new Central 
Committee was later authorized to draft a complete analysis of “the 
reformist deviation” in the Party during the past. 40 

During his “self-critical” speech, Ranadive, to drive home his vic¬ 
tory, stated: “Today, Comrade Joshi unreservedly accepts the political 
thesis, though he will certainly have to struggle very much to make a 
complete turn.” 47 He ivas followed to the rostrum by Joshi himself, 
who, according to the report of the Congress, 

. . . fully supported Comrade Ranadive’s report. Fie said that he 

himself was the leader and organizer of the right-reformist devi- 
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ations inside the party and he was the last among the Central 
Committee members to accept the political line of the thesis. He 
mercilessly criticized his own mistakes and traced its ideological 
roots to the repudiation of Marxism and Leninism. He was over¬ 
whelmed with emotion as he made these points in the course of 
his one-hour speech. 48 

A week after the Congress there appeared a statement by Joshi in the 
CPI's newspaper “contradicting the canard published in a section of 
the press" that he disagreed with the policy of the Congress. In it 
he said that: 

The main thesis . . . was unanimously adopted. ... It is utterly 
wrong to say that I differ with it or opposed it. The Communist 
Party is united to a man behind its policy. . . . Our party has no 
factions inside it. 49 

Hypocritical as these statements may appear, there is reason to believe 
that they were sincere in the sense that Joshi recognized the need for 
a change. He had himself led the CPI along Moscow's zigzag course 
too long not to realize that Zhdanov's speech signaled a sharp turn 
away from the “right" policy he had followed. Two years later, when 
he was sharply critical of Ranadive, he still wrote that his acceptance 
of his “mistakes" at the Second Congress had been sincere and that 
the direction of change at that Congress had been correct, 80 that the 
Political Thesis had merely contained “sectarian oversimplifications" 
that were not noticed by the delegates, 81 and that he had not been 
critical of the Thesis for nearly a year. 52 


II. The Soviet View in 1948 

That the Indian Communists’ radical turn of December 1947- 
March 1948 away from the “right" strategy of cooperation with the 
Congress government had Moscow's approval goes without saying, for, 
as we have seen, it had been carried out in response to the advocacy 
of such a shift by Moscow itself, noticeable as early as June 1947 and 
made clear and urgent by Zhdanov’s speech in September. Through¬ 
out 1948 the Soviet press and radio carried on a vigorous campaign 
of denunciation, which reached its peak in early 1949, of India, 
denying her independence, referring to the Congress as a party of 
reaction, and calling Nehru a hireling of Anglo-American imperial¬ 
ism. The only question to be answered here is whether the shift as 
it was accomplished by the CPI, that is, from “right" to “left," was 
the one desired by Moscow or whether a shift from the “right" to the 
neo-Maoist strategy would have been preferred there. 
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Lack of comment on the Second Congress. In seeking to ascertain 
the Soviet reaction to the Second CPI Congress one is, above all, struck 
by the paucity of expressions on the subject. The Coininform journal 
printed only one belated and brief report on the Congress, which, 
while mentioning Ranadive’s selection as General Secretary, gives no 
indication that the old leadership had been replaced or that any new 
policy had been adopted. 53 The British Communist periodical World 
Nexus and Views , which had hitherto covered CPI affairs rather fully, 
followed a similarly brief article 54 with the promise that “a fuller 
report of the Indian Party Congress will be published shortly/’ but 
no such report ever appeared. In view of the wide publicity in the 
world Communist press given to later, Moscow-approved CPI pro¬ 
grams, there is little question that this silence is of significance. How¬ 
ever, we cannot be sure whether it was due merely to uncertainty and 
a wait-and-see attitude on the part of Moscow toward the new CPI 
leadership and policy or expressed outright disapproval and, if the 
latter, just what it w T as that Moscow disapproved of.* 

Continued advocacy of the “left” strategy. Some support for the 
CPI was implied in occasional Communist press statements describing 
the Indian government’s countermeasures against Communist violence 
as attacks on the CPI as the most militant and advanced organizer of 
all democratic forces, 55 but that much might be expected even if 
Moscow disapproved of CPI policy. However, more significantly, the 
“left” view condemning the entire bourgeoisie also continued to have 
its advocates in Moscow. Outstanding among these remains Bala- 
bushevicli, who, late in 1918, still speaks of “the Indian bourgeoisie’s 

* In June 19-18 there appealed an aiticle in Bolshevik containing some non- 
critical passages on the Second Congress, but also mentioning the Indian “big” 
bourgeoisie as collaborationist. M. Alekseev, “Indiiskii Soiuz i Pakistan posle 
raschleneniia Indii,” Bol’shexnU, No. 11 (June 15. 1918), pp. 54-66. In his attack 
on Ranadive a year and a half Jatei, Joshi uses this as ammunition and refers to it 
as an aiticle virtually reviewing the Second Congress and positively correcting its 
mistake of condemning the entire bourgeoisie by making alternative formulations. 
“Letter to Foreign Comrades.” Vines, p. 9, and “Letter to Comrade Ranadive,” 
ibid., p. 41. As we have seen, the distinction between the “big” and the “middle” 
bourgeoisie had also been made earlier by some Soviet experts on colonial affairs, 
notably by Zhukov, and its occurrence (in less clear fashion than in Zhukov’s 
article of December 1917) in an article also dealing with the Second Congress can 
hardly be construed as an outright ciiticism of that Congress. However, even if 
Joshi’s far-fetched interpretation could be accepted, it would still have to be proved 
that the Bolshevik article of June 1948 represented the sole view prevailing in 
Moscow at the time before it could be safely assumed that Moscow was critical of 
the specifically “leftist,” as distinguished from neo-Maoist, formulations of the 
Ranadive leadership. This, it appears, cannot be demonstrated. 
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outright betrayal of the cause of national liberation." 56 This view is 
echoed in East Berlin by a professor who declares that "the colonial 
bourgeoisie sinks ever deeper into betrayal, turns into a force inimical 
to the people, into an immediate agency of imperialism." 67 Another 
Soviet writer defines the national liberation movement as consisting 
of the industrial workers, the poor and landless peasants, the poor 
population of the cities, and the intelligentsia, 58 thus excluding all 
of the bourgeoisie. It may be noted that these writers now sometimes 
refer to the "big" or "top" bourgeoisie, rather than simply the "bour¬ 
geoisie," in their denunciatory statements and thus make a slight 
approach to Zhukov’s neo-Maoist line; but they do not yet, like 
Zhukov, include any section of the bourgeoisie among the forces led 
by the Communist party. The difference between their "left" strategy 
and the neo-Maoist strategy is brought out strikingly by a comparison 
of this range of forces whh that envisaged by Mao in a speech given 
during the same year. There he states: 

The united front ... is very broad. It comprises workers, peas¬ 
ants, artisans, professional people, intelligentsia, the liberal bour¬ 
geoisie and the enlightened gentry who have split off from the 
landlord class. This is what we call "the broad masses of the peo¬ 
ple" .... The enemies . . . are only, and must be only, imperial¬ 
ism, feudalism and bureaucratic capitalism. 50 

Palme Dutt on CPI strategy. Palme Dutt, the leading Western 
Communist specialist on India, also seemed to approve of the line 
of the Second CPI Congress throughout 1948. In an article dated 
May 15 he calls "the Indian bourgeoisie . . . the weak junior partner 
of Anglo-American imperialism" and says that 

the aim of the Democratic Front, proclaimed by the Indian Com¬ 
munists in their Congress in the beginning of March, corresponds 
to the new stage of the Indian fight for freedom. This fight links 
up with the advance of the popular democratic fight in all countries 
of hitherto subject Asia . . . . 60 

While this article, with its express approval of Ranadive's united front 
and its attack on the entire bourgeoisie, is wholly in sympathy with 
the CPI’s "left" strategy, a report given by Dutt on October 2, 1948, 
to a Conference on the Crisis of British Imperialism, published in the 
form of two articles in the journal of the Cominform, contains dis¬ 
tinct traces of neo-Maoism. It hails the "advance to armed struggle 
of the national liberation movements in Malaya and Burma, and the 
local peasants' uprisings and states peoples' revolts in India," 61 care¬ 
fully limits its attacks to the "big" bourgeoisie, and speaks of the 
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hegemony of the working class expressed in Communist party leader¬ 
ship uniting the widest sections of the people in a broad democratic 
anti-imperialist front. 62 But, far from opposing this line to that of 
Ranadivc, Dutt claims that it found expression at the Second Congress 
and thus again seems to put his seal of approval on the policy shift 
made there. More consistently than Balabushevich and his school in 
Moscow, Dutt now refrains from attacking the entire bourgeoisie, but 
like them he refuses to take the crucial neo-Maoist step advanced by 
Zhukov of including some sections of that class in the Communist-led 
united front. 

Continued indecision between the “left” and neo-Maoist strategies. 
Whether Balabushevich and his group and Dutt were deliberately 
sitting on the fence between the “left” and the neo-Maoist strategy 
or were merely engaged in the slow process of climbing that fence 
from its “left” to its neo-Maoist side is, of course, debatable. But in 
either case it is clear that no firm position on this issue had as yet 
emerged in Moscow in 1948.* 

In trying to assess Moscow’s attitude toward the CPI’s line in 1948 
we can only conclude that there was no wholehearted approval of 
this policy, for we find no direct praise or even clear exposition of it 
and no publication of the CPI’s documents setting it forth in the press 
of international Communism. Clearly, however, there was no sharp 
disapproval either. If there had been, iL is inconceivable that the 

* The report of Palme Dutt just cited, as summarized in Britain—R. Palme Dutt, 
“The Crisis of British Imperialism,” World Sews and Views, XXVIII, No. 43 (Octo¬ 
ber 30, 1948), -180—183, and No. 44 (November 6, 1948), 489-191—begins with an 
enumeration of live features of the post-World War It national liberation move¬ 
ment not present after World War I, including the “advance to armed struggle” and 
the leadership of the working class and the Communists. Point No. 2 reads: “The 
advance of democratic China leprescnts a powerful force in the world situation 
which exercises a profound influence on the development of the liberation struggle 
of the colonial peoples throughout Asia.” In the version of this report published 
by the Corninform journal only four features are listed and this point No. 2, which 
is the only one dealing with China, is completely omitted. It is. of course, quite 
impossible to determine the reason for this excision, hut, whether made by Dutt 
in submitting his article or by the Corninform editors, it could haidly have been 
accidental and one cannot help speculating that it might have been due to a 
certain reluctance on the part of at least some Soviet authorities as late as the end 
of 1948 to recognize the Chinese Communists as an example for other Asian Com¬ 
munist parties. This hypothesis might find support in the fact that an important 
statement by Liu Shao-chi, made in China during the same period, which vigorously 
asserted that the neo-Maoist strategy must be used by other Asian Communist 
parties, was not published in Moscow until the middle of 1949 (see pp. 87-88, 
below). This, too, suggests that the neo-Maoist strategy was not yet established as 
the sole approved one in Moscow in 1948. 
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Indian Communists could have carried out their “left” strategy for 
two full years without being stopped or even rebuked by Moscow. 
Furthermore, the comments made in Moscow, cited above, are them¬ 
selves more “left” than neo-Maoist in tone. It appears, then, that 
the uncertainty between the “left” and neo-Maoist strategics, which 
emerged in Moscow when the “right” strategy was abandoned in 1947, 
continued on throughout 1918. Opposition on the part of the CPI 
to the Congress and its government and also to the Socialists, and, 
therefore, its resort to a strategy of the united front from below, were 
clearly desired by Moscow since its shift in 1917, and the use of vio¬ 
lence was probably also approved in 1918. However, whether its aims 
were to be accomplished within the framework of a “left" or a neo- 
Maoist strategy, that is, whether the entire bourgeoisie was to be 
regarded as the main enemy or part of it could be included in the 
united front from below directed against imperialism as the main 
enemy, simply did not seem to be important to Moscow in 1948, for 
the question was left unresolved and perhaps was still largely unrec¬ 
ognized.* 


III. The CPI’s “Left” Attack on the neo-Maoist Strategy 

Undoubtedly in the belief that he enjoyed the support of Moscow 
and, in fact, at least not discouraged by Moscow, Ranadive emerged 
from the Second Congress at the beginning of March 1948 as the 
CPI’s recognized new leader ready to put his new “left” strategy into 
action. According to Joshi, no tactics were worked out after the Con¬ 
gress, and confusion prevailed; 03 but it soon became clear that the 
Party's main reliance would be on force, and there it remained 
throughout 1948 and 1919. 

The policy of violence and its disastrous results for the Party. The 
CPI now embarked on a policy of violent strikes, riots, looting, arson, 
sabotage, and murder. A Party booklet entitled “Course for the 
Cadres of the Shock Brigade,” excerpts from which appear in an 

# Attention may he drawn here to the implications of this discussion for the 
question of Soviet expectations of a Chinese Communist victory. Obviously no 
examination of the Soviet attitude on CPI strategy alone can yield conclusive 
answers to this question, and there need in any case be no perfect correlation 
between Moscow's understanding and championship of the neo-Maoist strategy and 
its expectation of a Maoist victory in China. It is, nevertheless, of interest that our 
analysis tends to support the cautious conclusion of Max Bcloff, one of the foremost 
students of Soviet foreign policy, that until the end of 1948 and possibly even early 
1949 the Soviet government did not seem to expect a complete Communist victory 
in China. Max Bcloff, Soviet Policy in the Far East , 1944-1951 (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1953), pp. 59-64 and also p. 248. 
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Indian government publication, states that this policy’s ‘‘main politi¬ 
cal objective is to help the mass movement developing all over the 
country and raise it to the higher level when the people in general 
will take up arms.” 04 Other pamphlets typical of the CPI’s efforts to 
incite violence during this period were entitled: “Take revenge for 
the murder of mothers and sisters, give a fitting reply for the murder 
of the laborers. Attack the murderous Congress Government and 
tear to pieces the satanic Ministers”; 65 and “Organize mass upsurge 
in defence of hunger-striking political prisoners. Storm the jail gates 
to snatch the prisoners away.” 66 The last-mentioned declares that: 

This new and higher form of resistance inside jails and in factories, 
streets and fields outside is the sounding of the death knell of the 
Congress ruling class .... The task before our comrades is to lead 
this mass upsurge to still higher and higher forms.* 

Although Ranadive, in accordance with his “left” ideology, was pri¬ 
marily interested in the “proletarian,” that is, urban, struggle, ban¬ 
ditry, terrorism, and attempts at guerrilla warfare were also carried 
on in rural areas, notably in Telengana, the area in Hyderabad where, 
as we have seen, Communists seized the leadership of peasant uprisings 
as early as 1940. 

The results of the CPJ’s violent tactics were almost uniformly dis¬ 
astrous for the Party. Not only did the Communists fail to seize 
power in any urban area, but also several provincial governments 
now took such strong measures against them that thousands of Com¬ 
munist agitators were arrested, and by May 1948 most Communist 
leaders were either in detention or underground. 67 Far from develop¬ 
ing a mass movement or “upsurge,” the new tactics led to widespread 
loss of support for Communism. They alienated fellow travelers, an 
important factor of strength for a party that claimed less than 90,000 
members 68 out of a population of 350,000,000. In particular, the 
Communists lost much of what power they had maintained since the 
war years in the organized peasant and labor movements. According 
to Joshi, the peasant movement was virtually liquidated through the 
Party’s efforts to establish liberated areas, 69 practically all of which 
failed. There was much resentment on the part of labor against 
political strikes, and the Communist-dominated All-India Trade 
Union Congress lost heavily to the labor organizations led by the 

* Ministry of Home Adairs, Government of India, Communist Violence in India 
(September 1949), p. 28. Numerous similar pamphlets are quoted in this govern¬ 
ment publication. One of them contains exhortations such as “Hang those 
murderers .... Citizens should cut them to pieces .... Assault the reactionary 
Congress leaders severely, set fire to Congress offices .... Attack the houses of the 
Ministers and create chaos there .... Proceed in defiance of death.” Ibid., p. 30. 
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Congress and the Socialists. 70 The Communists lost control over 
many of the unions they had previously captured. 71 Joshi reports 
that, even in the Party's old strongholds, every strike call proved a 
“complete fiasco/’ 72 and that the “Party has become detached from 
our own class.” 73 This rapidly increasing isolation only drove the CPI 
into further adventures that brought further repression and further 
isolation. Its failure, as Joshi says, “only whipped it into such blind 
fury as to go in for terrorist acts.” 74 Not only did the Party become 
separated from its former sympathizers, and its front groups crumbled, 
but many doubts and protests arose in its own rank and file. Accord¬ 
ing to a “self-critical” report of the CPI’s Bengal Provincial Com¬ 
mittee, many asked: 

Is it correct to attack railway stations? ... to throw bombs in 
trams and buses? ... to set fire to Congress offices? Why are the 
workers not participating in these actions? 75 

Toward the end of the two-year period of Ranadive’s rule Joshi could 
state that only “a tiny percentage” of the Party’s membership was 
active, and that “passivity, frustration, demoralization constitute inner 
party morale.” 70 Summing up the stale of affairs in the CPI, he ex¬ 
claims: “Victory of Chinese Communists is the glory of world Com¬ 
munism; the collapse of Indian Communists its shame.” 77 

With the CPI’s non-Party following decimated and the morale of 
its rank and file shattered, opposition to Ranadive’s policies grew also 
in the Party’s leadership, and there were more and more open accusa¬ 
tions against him of “left sectarianism,” “adventurism,” and “terror¬ 
ism.” By the end of 1918 there was criticism from Communist labor 
leaders who were dissatisfied with the use of trade unions exclusively 
for political strikes and the fact that efforts to strengthen Communist 
control of labor by emphasizing the workers’ immediate interests, 
which had been demanded by the documents of the Second Congress, 
were now being virtually abandoned. 78 Many of the intellectuals, 
always the most important segment of the CPI’s leadership, were 
increasingly alienated by Ranadive’s dictatorial tendencies. Rana- 
divc met criticism of his policies within the Party with suppression, 
which naturally only increased the opposition to him. More and 
more members were expelled, and entire provincial committees were 
reshuffled and dissolved by the central Party leadership.* As long 

# Joshi, "Letter to Foreign Comrades,*’ Views, p. 24. Joshi, the CPI’s General 
Secretary until March 1948, himself was more and more isolated from the Party, 
formally suspended in December 1948, and finally expelled early in January 1950. 
See his "Letter to Comrade Ranadive,” ibid., pp. 31 and 33. 
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as he was convinced that his policy was “correct/' that is, Moscow- 
approved, Ranadivc undoubtedly felt that these purges merely 
strengthened the Party. In fact, however, the result was chaos; the 
CPI was shaken to its foundation in a few months, and within two 
years Joshi could claim that it had “ceased to function as an organi¬ 
zation." 79 

The Andhra committee and the Telengana uprising. In this dismal 
picture of failure and disorganization there stands out as a striking 
exception the Communist organization in the Telegu-speaking areas 
of North Madras and South Hyderabad known as Andhra and since 
organized as a separate state by that name. The Andhra Provincial 
Committee of the CPI has apparently been able to maintain consid¬ 
erable strength and a peculiar internal cohesion and individual char¬ 
acter of its own, perhaps ever since the Communists captured the 
Socialists’ organization in this area during the period of the united 
front from above of the CPI and the Congress Socialist Party in the 
late 1930's. As a result, while other regional CPI organizations were 
at Ranadive’s mercy, the Andhra Committee seems to have remained 
relatively immune from his interference. Joshi describes its Secre¬ 
tariat as a united team with which the Politburo did not dare “do 
any monkey tricks." 80 

It was this organization that was in charge of the 7'elengana dis¬ 
tricts of Hyderabad, where peasant unrest and fighting had been 
going on since 1946. While the violent activities in large cities 
favored by Ranadive and attempts at armed outbreaks in other rural 
areas failed utterly in producing any results favorable to the Com¬ 
munists, the Telengana uprising was a relatively successful enterprise. 
Armed groups of Communists moved into the area with a radical 
program of land reform, succeeded in gaining a considerable follow¬ 
ing among the peasantry, and “liberated" a significant number of 
villages—according to Communist claims, 2,500 by July 1948 81 —that 
is, they killed or drove out the landlords, their agents, and govern¬ 
ment officials and established some local governments. 

This measure of success is to be explained in terms of the pecu¬ 
liarities of the area and the period. Telengana is a backward region 
where, under the Nizam’s rule, land ownership was, even by Indian 
standards, incredibly unjust and the condition of the peasantry shock¬ 
ingly inhuman. 82 Though the Communists’ methods of terrorism, 
directed against non-cooperating peasants as well as their exploiters, 
must have alienated some of the peasants, there is little doubt that the 
stoppage of rent payments, the cancellation of debts, and the distribu¬ 
tion of land among the landless won for them much popularity, as 
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was later shown by election results. Moreover, this was the period 
when the Muslim Nizam of Hyderabad, opposed by most of his 
Hindu people, was still trying to establish the independence of his 
state from the new Indian Republic, and when the local administra¬ 
tion—always much weaker in the princely states than in British India 
—was particularly ineffective. 83 In September 1948 India took over 
the state of Hyderabad, and Indian troops moved against the Com¬ 
munists in Telengana. The Communists were on the defensive from 
then on, but sporadic guerrilla fighting continued for several years. 

Although, then, the Andhra Provincial Committee maintained its 
independence against Ranadive and enjoyed some of its greatest 
successes during the early part of his Party leadership, it did not 
support him. On the contrary, because of its very strength and 
cohesion, it was by far the most dangerous of Ranadive’s many 
opponents inside the CPI. It is impossible to know all the reasons 
underlying such intra-Party factionalism and rivalry, but it is clear 
that the Andhra Committee’s long-established independence and 
Ranadive’s dictatorial tendencies were almost bound to lead to a 
dash. Furthermore, it appears that the Ranadive leadership, which 
had at the Second Congress early in 1918 heavily emphasized Telen¬ 
gana in order to point to a successful example of the violent tactics 
it was then proposing, lent no effective support to the local leadership 
in Telengana. After the Indian invasion of Hyderabad it exhorted 
the Communists to fight on more defiantly, but in 1919, when they 
were gradually being crushed, it ignored them altogether. 84 

One reason for this failure to support the local leadership in 
Telengana—though it may have resulted from a rationalization of 
some deeper causes—was of an ideological nature. Ranadive was 
either so dogmatic and inflexible as really to believe that the Com¬ 
munist movement must be based on the urban proletariat, or he 
thought that Moscow’s then current policy as expressed in the 
Zhdanov speech demanded the position he took. He strongly 
objected to the Andhra Communists' reliance on the peasantry as the 
base of Communist operations. The fact that their efforts were more 
successful than his own at urban violence must, given his state of 
mind, only have infuriated him further. Since both Ranadive and 
the Andhra Committee were too strong for either to attack the other 
by the means used by Ranadive against his other opponents—suppres¬ 
sion of criticism and effective expulsion from the Party—they were 
forced to move to the level of theoretical discussions in their efforts 
to discredit each other. There ensued an exchange that was of the 
greatest significance in the CPI’s history of the next two or three 
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years. It is of great interest to us because the positions taken by the 
two sides reflected in an extreme fashion the uncertainty between 
the “left” and the neo-Maoist views then prevailing in Moscow, and 
because the eventual resolution of this uncertainty in Moscow, to 
which the Andhra-Ranadivc exchange itself may have contributed, 
was followed by the resolution, in a very interesting and complex 
process, of the conflict in India. 

The neo-Maoist Andhra document of June 1918. In June 1948, 
less than four months after the Second Congress, the Secretariat of 
the Andhra Provincial Committee submitted an important document 
to the central leadership of the CPJ.* It is apparent that it was 
meant both to be an attack on Ranadive's policy and to lay the theoret¬ 
ical basis for tactics to be adopted in pursuance of the program of the 
Second Congress. It seems that the Andhra Communists had whole¬ 
heartedly agreed with that program, for they had been as eager as 
was Ranadivc to turn from [oshi’s “right” strategy of attempts at a 
united front from above with the Congress government to a violent 
one of the united front from below against the Congress; and they 
had not yet become aware of the differences between the “left” and 
neo-Maoist strategies, which were now, in their exchange with 
Ranadive, to become crystal clear. 

Being engaged in armed clashes in a backward area and leaning 
on peasant support mobilized through a program of agrarian reform, 
the Andhra Committee, searching for a theoretical basis for its 
activities, naturally turned to the Chinese example. In doing so 
it had to rely directly on Mao rather than on Zhukov, the foremost 
Soviet advocate of the neo-Maoist strategy, since the latter tended 
to emphasize the Maoist appeal to the national bourgeoisie but not 
its reliance on the peasantry, which was the Andhra Committee's 
chief concern. There is no evidence, however, that the Andhra 
Communists regarded themselves as championing Mao in opposition 
to Moscowf or considered Ranadive as representing Moscow's views— 
although their approach did give Ranadivc the opportunity of putting 
the matter exactly in this light. 

* Unfortunately, the full text of this document has not been available to us, but 
its main features can be reconstructed from Ranadive’s attack on it and a later 
defense of it by the Andhra Committee. We shall at this point confine ourselves to 
these definitely known features and let a fuller picture of its contents emerge from 
a more detailed discussion of Ranadive’s reply. 

•fTo avoid such an implication, we shall refer to the Andhra Committee’s strategy 
as “neo-Maoist” though it came considerably closer to the Maoist original than the 
neo-Maoist strategy eventually recommended by Moscow and adopted by most 
Communist parties. 
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The Andhra document proposed that the program of the Second 
Congress be realized through a strategy based on Mao’s New 
Democracy , 8B “that the path followed by the Chinese Communist 
Party ... is the path which Indian Communists must adopt in the 
present phase.” 86 Arguing that Russia had been industrially 
developed in 1917, it states: 

Our revolution in many respects differs from the classical Russian 
Revolution; and is to a great extent similar to that of the Chi¬ 
nese Revolution. The perspective is likely not that of general 
strikes and general rising leading to the liberation of the rural 
side; but the dogged resistance and prolonged civil war in the form 
of an agrarian revolution culminating in the capture of political 
power by democratic front. 87 

The Party, therefore, was to “concentrate on the task of unleashing the 
militant struggles of the peasants for urgently needed agrarian 
reforms.” 88 At the same time, the Andhra document conceived of 
the CPI’s fight as part of the so-called rising national liberation 
movement in Southeast Asia and claimed that since March 1948 
the imperialists had launched an armed offensive against this move¬ 
ment and that the “Nehru-Patel Government’s terror” was part of 
this offensive. 89 

Thus, just as in Mao’s New Democracy, the main enemies emerging 
from the Andhra Committee’s analysis are feudalism and imperialism, 
but not the bourgeoisie. The stage of the revolution now beginning 
is therefore not the proletarian but the “new democratic” stage, which 
the document defines, with many quotations from Mao, as a “dictator¬ 
ship of many classes.” 00 The document explains that: 

Mao, the leader of the historic Chinese liberation struggle, from 
his unique and rich experience and study, has formulated a theory 
of new democracy. This is a new form of revolutionary struggle to 
advance toward socialism in colonies and semi-colonies. Mao 
advanced new democracy as distinct from the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. 91 

In this new democratic revolution the forces led by the Communist 
party include not only the proletariat, the petty bourgeoisie, and 
the poor peasantry, as under the “left” strategy. According to the 
Andhra document, the middle peasant, too, is a firm ally, the rich 
peasant can be neutralized, that is, at least not antagonized, and, 
where feudalism is very strong, a section of the rich peasantry can be 
drawn into the anti-feudal struggle. 92 While this justification for 
its collaboration with all strata of the peasantry was undoubtedly 
uppermost in the Andhra Committee’s mind, once having adopted 
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the Maoist strategy as its own, it also advocated its most characteristic 
* feature, the inclusion of a section of the bourgeoisie in the united 
front from below. With imperialism and feudalism the main 
enemies, it is contended that only the big Indian bourgeoisie was 
collaborationist and that the middle bourgeoisie continued to be 
oppressed by imperialism and Indian monopoly capitalism. 93 The 
CPI, therefore, “will have to adopt a correct attitude toward the mid¬ 
dle bourgeoisie.” 94 And the Andhra Committee approvingly quotes 
the following characteristic statement made by Mao to the Seventh 
Congress of the Chinese Communist Party on April 24, 1945: 

Some people cannot understand why the Communist Party of 
China, far from being unsympathetic to capitalism, actually pro¬ 
motes its development. What China does not want is foreign 
imperialism and native feudalism and not native capitalism which 
is too weak. 95 

Even from the fragments known to us, it is quite clear that the 
document of the Andhra Committee contains all the basic elements 
of the neo-Maoist strategy—imperialism and feudalism as the main 
enemy, a revolution in at least two stages, the united front from 
below against the non-Communist parties, and the inclusion of a 
section of the bourgeoisie in that front—and its characteristically 
Chinese elements—chief reliance on the peasantry and armed struggle. 

liana dive's "left” reply: "On People's Democracy” January 1949. 
Ranadive’s immediate reaction to this document is not known, but 
soon after its submission a full session of his Politburo took place, 
lasting from September to December 1948. It was there that four 
important articles were approved which were published in the 
CPPs theoretical organ. Communist , in the period from January to 
July 1919 as statements “by the Editorial Board.” 90 Although they 
are repetitious, these statements form a definite sequence, and we 
shall therefore consider them individually. 

The first two articles, “On People’s Democracy” and “On the 
Agrarian Question in India,” 97 which appeared together in January 
1949, constitute a theoretical defense of those features of the “left” 
strategy that distinguish it from the neo-Maoist strategy and, thus, 
implicitly and explicitly, are an attack upon the latter. However, 
the Andhra Committee, Mao Tse-tung, and the Chinese Communist 
Party are never mentioned by name in them. Relying character¬ 
istically, in part, on documents of the extreme “leftist” Sixth Congress 
of the Comintern of 1928, “On People’s Democracy” sets forth what 
amounts to a theory of a single revolution leading to socialism. The 
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democratic revolution is described as a short stage leading directly 
and without interruption to the proletarian revolution. 98 The present 
revolution is a “People’s Democratic Revolution—which emphasizes 
its extreme nearness to the Socialist Revolution and, at the same time, 
sharply demarcates it from the bourgeois democratic revolution/’ 99 

So far as we can sec, in our country the immediate State form 
will be a bloc of the proletariat with non-proletarian elements, a 
Democratic Dictatorship of the Workers and Peasants. But this 
State, arising in the context of world Socialist Revolution, and in 
the course of direct struggle against the rule of capital, will quickly 
pass into the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.* 

Only the proletariat will lead the delayed democratic revolution 
ripening into the Socialist revolution. Its firm allies will be only 
the rural proletarians and poor peasants; the middle peasants, the petty 
bourgeoisie, and the intellectuals vacillate, but some may be won 
over. 100 

The revolution envisaged by Ranadive being an anti-capitalist rather 
than a “new democratic” revolution like that of the neo-Maoist Andhra 
document, clearly no section of the bourgeoisie could have a part in 
it. On the contrary, the delayed democratic revolutions in the back¬ 
ward countries “are breaking out in the midst of the most intense 
and sharpened conflict in each country between the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat”; 101 “the immediate aim of the revolution is to dethrone 
the bourgeoisie from power”; 102 and the people’s democratic revolu¬ 
tion “begins by throwing the bourgeoisie out of power.” 102 Imperial¬ 
ism is to be overthrown not to put the bourgeoisie in pow T er but to 
exclude it from power; 104 and (this is unmistakably aimed at Mao) 
it is therefore “impermissible to talk about building capitalism, giving 
a long period of development for capitalism, as certain Communist 
leaders have done.” 105 Looking for authority to support his thesis, 
Ranadive claims to find it in Zhdanov’s Cominform speech of Sep¬ 
tember 1947: “Zhdanov, in his Report on the International Situation 
at the Warsaw Nine Parties’ Conference, describes the People’s Demo¬ 
cratic Government as a bloc headed by the working class—a bloc of 
peasants, people, etc., i.e., one in which the bourgeoisie has no place.”f 

* “On People's Democracy,” Communist , II, No. 1 (January 1949), p. 10. We are 
not here concerned with the prcpostcrousness of Ranadive's expectation of an early 
dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e., a dictatorship of the Communist Party, held at 
a time when he was ruining whatever little strength the CPI had ever had. 

f Ibid., p. 11. While Ranadive very probably believed that he was but giving a 
correct interpretation to the Zhdanov speech, that speech actually lends little sup¬ 
port to his thesis. Not only were the remarks referred to concerned with the 
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Taking a different position from that of the Andhra Communists, 
who looked upon their fight as anti-colonial and “national libera- 
tionist,” and from that of the Political Thesis of the Second Congress, 
which still spoke of the “colonial” order in India, Ranadive now 
regards India, since she became independent, as primarily a capitalist 
rather than a colonial country. A crucial point that had still been 
somewhat obscure in the documents of the Second Congress there¬ 
fore now emerges quite clearly: the main enemy is no longer foreign 
imperialism but the Indian bourgeoisie. Referring to the anti-bour¬ 
geois character of the revolution, “On People's Democracy” says: 

This . . . totally new feature of the situation ... is missed by 
those who take an opportunist line by saying that nothing has 
changed, argue as if it is imperialism that is to be overthrown. . . . 
What place does fight against imperialism occupy in the struggle? 
. . . the bourgeoisie has secured a National State, linked with world 
capitalism—and, therefore, a satellite State. Freedom and inde¬ 
pendence now mean freedom from the world capitalist order—not 
from this or that imperialism only. Thus, again, the task of fighting 
for real freedom is linked with the defeat of capital at home. . . . 106 

Here we are face to face with a fascinating situation: The Andhra 
Communists, relying solely on Mao and, so far as we know, never 
referring to Zhdanov or any other Soviet authority, concentrate their 
fire on Anglo-American imperialism. This being also Moscow’s chief 
enemy, they are firmly within the framework of Zhdanov's two-camp 
theory, which had mentioned the national liberation movement in 
the colonies as in the Communist-led camp. Ranadive, on the other 
hand, has now carried the “left” strategy to its logical extreme and 
to a point that its Soviet champions, Dyakov and Balabushevich, 
never reached. These latter, to be sure, condemned the entire bour¬ 
geoisie, but they never went so far as to imply that it superseded 
Anglo-American imperialism as the main enemy. Though constantly 
citing Zhdanov's two-camp theory and speaking in “internationalist” 
terms—“world capitalism,” “world Socialist Revolution”—Ranadive is 
now actually more and more ignoring the fight against the American- 

eastern European Soviet satellites and therefore probably irrelevant to colonial 
countries, but, vague as Zhdanov is in his class analysis, he is nowhere guilty of a 
formulation as absurdly imprecise as “a bloc of peasants, people, etc.”—which 
would, in any case, not necessarily exclude all or part of the bourgeoisie. In fact, 
Zhdanov speaks of the “big” capitalists and the "removal from power of the top 
bourgeoisie and landlords. ... In these countries, representatives of the workers, 
the peasants and the progressive intellectuals took over power.” A. Zhdanov, "The 
International Situation,” For a Lasting Peace , for a People's Democracy!, November 
10, 1947, p. 2. 
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led camp and concentrating on the Indian bourgeoisie, a group of 
decidedly inferior importance to Moscow and not even necessarily 
its enemy. 

“On the Agrarian Question in India ” January 1949. The second 
Politburo statement, “On the Agrarian Question in India/’ though 
more than three times as long as “On People’s Democracy/’ is essen¬ 
tially a supplement on one specific problem to that more general 
statement. Its greater length is due to the fact that, whereas “On 
People’s Democracy” pretended to be no more than a restatement of 
the principles of the Second Congress, “On the Agrarian Question” 
frankly sets out to make a new analysis of class relations in rural 
areas in order to frame a new strategy and new slogans—with the 
excuse that the Second Congress was too busy “rescuing the Party 
from collaboration with the national bourgeoisie” to tackle this 
task. 107 

Fortified with many figures and long quotations from Lenin on 
Russian agriculture, this new analysis is designed to show that, while 
feudalism is not yet dead, capitalism is developing rapidly and with 
increasing speed in the countryside through the great increase in the 
number of landless laborers and the emergence of the rich peasant.* 
Devoting seventeen pages to capitalism and less than three to feudal¬ 
ism, the article gives the distinct impression that the former rather 
than the latter already dominates Indian agriculture. It therefore 
attacks the formula that the agrarian struggle is directed only against 
feudalism, which it calls a counterpart to the formula that the national 
struggle is directed only against imperialism. 108 Even in the country¬ 
side, capitalism and the bourgeoisie, rather than feudalism and im¬ 
perialism as Mao and the Andhra Communists declare, are the main 
enemy. 

The task of liquidating the feudal order is linked with the task 
of overthrowing the political rule of the bourgeoisie. . . . The 
task of national independence is linked with the task of breaking 
away from the capitalist orbit. 109 

* We have mentioned Communist classifications of the rural population before, 
and it is now time that we distinguish clearly among them. There are five such 
classifications, and they may, according to the article under discussion, be defined 
as follows: (1) the rural proletarian is a landless agricultural laborer; (2) the 
poor peasant has some land, but not enough to support himself, and is therefore 
forced to work for others; (3) the middle peasant has enough land to support him¬ 
self—he neither works for others nor hires the labor of others; (4) the rich peasant 
hires others to work for him—living on profit, he is a capitalist exploiter; (5) the 
landlord rents out his land—living on rent, he is a feudal exploiter. 
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The revolution must not only abolish feudalism but also squeeze out 
capitalism in rural areas; the slogan “Nationalization of Land” must 
be added to that of “Abolition of Landlordism.” 110 

If “the struggle against feudal landlordism cannot be carried on 
without simultaneously carrying on the struggle against capitalist 
exploitation,” 111 the class forces to be led by the Communists must 
necessarily differ from those relied upon by the Andhra Committee 
and the Chinese Communists.* While “On People’s Democracy” 
sought to demonstrate that the entire bourgeoisie must be fought, “On 
the Agrarian Question in India” is intent upon narrowing the Party’s 
base in rural areas. The middle peasant, a firm ally according to the 
Andhra Communists, is but a vacillating ally according to the Polit¬ 
buro. lie can be won over, but Communists cannot wait for his 
doubts to be dissolved; he cannot be the base of the anti-feudal, anti¬ 
capitalist struggle. 112 The rich peasant, whom the Andhra Commit¬ 
tee wanted to neutralize, does not vacillate; he cannot be neutralized; 
he is “the spearhead of bourgeois feudal reaction in rural areas . . . 
he is a capitalist.” 113 

There thus emerges the following class analysis of the revolutionary 
forces: the driving forces of the People’s Democratic Revolution are 
the urban proletariat and, closest to it in rural areas, the rural prole¬ 
tariat. The latter leads the poor peasants, another firm ally. These 
three groups are followed by vacillating allies: the middle peasants 
in the country and certain sections of the petty bourgeoisie—employees, 
school teachers, students, clerks—in towns and cities. Other parts of 
the petty bourgeoisie—intellectuals, bureaucracy, army, managers—are 
listed as ranging themselves against the proletariat. The bourgeoisie 
(no distinction between middle and big bourgeoisie is drawn) and 
the rich peasants constitute the capitalist enemy who is even more 
important than the feudal and foreign imperialist enemies. 114 

“Struggle Against Revisionism Today ” February 1949 . Having 
apparently to his satisfaction destroyed the theories of his chief intra- 
Party enemy, the Andhra Committee, Ranadive devoted the third 
Politburo statement, “Struggle Against Revisionism Today, in the 
Light of Lenin’s Teachings,’’ 116 to an attack on his various enemies 
within the CPI without naming any of them specifically. 

Perhaps to prove his “internationalism” and his faithfulness to 
Moscow and to show that he represented a trend in Communist policy 

* The Andhra view, set forth above, corresponds to the Chinese Communist one: 
“. . . to rely on the poor peasants and farm laborers, unite with the middle peasants, 
neutralize the rich peasants. . . .” Liu Shao-chi, “On the Agrarian Reform Law/’ 
People’s China, II, No. 2 (July 16, 1950), 30. 
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that was needed in other Communist parties as well, Ranadive intro¬ 
duces this article with a long and sharp assault on “revisionism" in 
many Communist parties. At the end of World War II, he says, "in 
a number of Parties some leaders took up an openly revisionist 
attitude"; 136 “these revisionist tendencies . . . made their appearance 
in some of the most advanced Parties also, and also among leaders 
who were the most loyal and unflinching fighters in the cause of 
Marxism-Leninism." 137 lie goes on to say that not all Communist 
parties in capitalist countries were equally affected: "in some there 
were revisionist mistakes; in others revisionism had become a 
policy." 118 Among the manifestations of revisionism he lists are 
statements by some parties in Europe that the dictatorship of the pro¬ 
letariat was not necessary, failure to expose the treachery of the Social 
Democrats, refusal to be sell-critical, and repudiation of the van¬ 
guard role of the party. The charges are vague, and the accused 
are not named. With the exception of the Yugoslav and United 
States Communist Parties and of Tito and Browder, who could be 
safely attacked, there are references only to “certain" and “some" 
Communist parties. 

It was indeed an amazing performance for Ranadive, the leader 
of a tiny Communist party who had been in power just long enough 
to lead it from failure to failure, to set himself up as critic of most 
of the international Communist movement, including apparently 
some of its most powerful parties and leaders who were still in 
Moscow’s graces. That he did so demonstrates once again that 
Ranadive must, rightly or wrongly, have felt very sure that he enjoyed 
support in Moscow. He must have been equally certain that the 
Zhdanov speech heralded a sharp turn to the "left" strategy that 
would be accompanied by a general shake-up of the international 
Communist leadership which had adhered to the “right" strategy 
during the postwar years. 119 

The CPI, according to the statement, manifested some of the worst 
revisionist trends. Among them are listed a rejection of the dictator¬ 
ship of the proletariat, liquidation of the Leninist principles of 
organization, bourgeois nationalism, “failure to correctly assess the 
international role of the Soviet Union as the fortress of world 
Socialism," 320 and the fact that the struggle for proletarian hegemony 
was made to recede in the name of fighting sectarianism and of a 
united national front, which led to a non-class conception of peasant 
unity, to control of the peasant movement by the vacillating middle 
peasant, and frequent compromises with the rich peasant. 121 Exam¬ 
ples furnished for these deviations range from 1936 to 1947, and it is 
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darkly hinted that while some were sharply nailed down at the Second 
Congress, “others, perhaps, were not mended.” 122 Since the Second 
Congress, “revisionism has donned the robe of a fight against re¬ 
formism”; 123 fighting is done only in words, and the actual mass 
struggle is abjured. Revisionism in the CPI is the result of “the 
petty-bourgeois composition of the Party.” 124 

It is not entirely clear against whom all these attacks were directed, 
but it appears that both the “right” followers of Joslii and the neo- 
Maoist followers of the Andhra Committee and, indeed, perhaps even 
some of the “leftists” who were not active enough, were to be dis¬ 
credited as revisionists. The solution advocated was the purge, to 
justify which may have been the chief purpose of this Politburo 
statement. There was to be waged “a serious inner-Party struggle 
against such tendencies, by giving them no quarter ... by quickly 
taking steps to change the social composition of the Party and its 
leading committees.” 125 

“Struggle for People's Democracy and SocialismJuly J ( M9. After 
the appearance of the third Politburo statement in February 1949 
there was a pause, probably dictated by tactical considerations not 
known to us, but in July there appeared the fourth statement, 
“Struggle for People's Democracy and Socialism—Some Questions of 
Strategy and Tactics,” 126 the last and longest of the series and the 
most important and most startling. It re-emphasizes some of the 
points made in the two documents published in January, describing 
the situation in even more extreme terms. Just as he had a year and 
a half earlier at the Second CPI Congress, Ranadive still speaks of 
“the growing collapse of capitalist production,” “the looming shadows 
of the world crisis in the near future,” 127 and being “on the eve of 
revolutionary battles.” 128 Thus, in spite of their repeated failure, 
he continues to advocate his tactics of violence: 

The partial struggles of the present period, therefore, become 
wide mass battles, miniature civil wars, which, when they are 
organized on a sufficiently big scale, easily develop into political 
battles and throw up embryonic State forms (Telengana) —such is 
the situation. 120 

More specifically, “strikes, agrarian struggles, general strikes, political 
strikes, rising to higher forms of struggle and to a general rising- 
such are the forms of struggle.” 130 

This article also contains an even more outspoken statement and 
longer elaborations than the first one on the point that the Indian 
bourgeoisie rather than foreign imperialism is the main enemy and 
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that Communists must concentrate their fire on the former. That 
such action might run counter to Soviet interests seems to have 
escaped Ranadive, who wanted above all to be a faithful follower 
of Moscow. 

The Indian bourgeoisie is the most fighting, active partner in 
the bourgeois-feudal-imperialist combine. In relation to the people 
it is the strongest of the three and today, when the main immediate 
task of the combine is to stem the tide of revolution, the Indian 
bourgeoisie comes forward as the leading member of the combine. 

The fight for revolution, therefore, breaks out directly against 
the rule of the Congress Government—and no amount of curses 
and abuses against imperialism can alter the fact. ... It is so 
because the Congress Government and the bourgeoisie are not mere 
puppets but because in reality they are active partners and leading 
forces in the combine. 131 

However, this fourth Politburo statement is primarily distinguished 
from its predecessors by the fact that it directly and explicitly attacks 
Ranadive’s opponents within the CPI and, in doing so, goes to such 
lengths that it marks the high point but also the beginning of the 
end of Ranadive’s “left” strategy. His opening attack is on various 
unstable elements in the Party who were becoming demoralized and 
were beginning to waver and raise doubts about the Party line under 
conditions of government suppression. This weakness in the Party 
is blamed on its overwhelmingly petty-bourgeois composition, said 
to be a result of the reformist policy of basing the Party on the wrong 
classes. 132 Thus, says Ranadive, in Calcutta the CPI was “almost 
exclusively . . . non-proletarian,” 133 and in Andhra the sons of rich 
peasants and middle peasants preponderated in important positions 
and the Party politically based itself on the vacillating policies of the 
middle peasants and was even influenced by rich peasant ideology. 134 
It is demanded that the social composition of the Party be “quickly 
changed.” 135 

Various vacillations regarding the Party line are then described 
and that of the Andhra Secretariat is characterized as a “reformist 
conception of class relations” dressed by “Left phraseology . . . about 
Telengana, etc.” 136 Here Ranadive catches a glimpse of the real 
nature of the neo-Maoist strategy, which unites elements of the “right” 
and “left” strategies. He obviously has no understanding of it, how¬ 
ever, and thinks only in terms of “right” and “left.” Since the 
Andhra Communists do not agree with him, that is, are not “left,” 
they must obviously be “right”; and the “left” elements in their 
program, the united front from below and opposition to the Con¬ 
gress, which they actually took very seriously, must, in order to fit 
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into his old-fashioned picture of Communist strategy, be discarded 
as mere phraseology and window dressing.* 

Fully half of this last article is devoted to a detailed critique of 
the Andhra Provincial Committee's document, submitted a year 
earlier, which, it is said, ‘‘reveals reformism in its most naked and 
gross form." 137 Ranadive's analysis comes to this withering conclu¬ 
sion: “These views expressed in the entire outlook represented by the 
Andhra document must be rejected as anti-Party, anti-Leninist and 
being in utter repudiation of the Political Thesis of the Second 
Congress of the Party and of the accepted Marxist outlook on world 
situation, People's Democracy, stage of revolution, as given in 
Zhdanov's statement." 138 Thus taking strong issue with the assertion 
in the Andhra document that the Russian example was not wholly 
applicable to India and less so than the Chinese one, the article 
states that “it should be understood . . . that the entire experience 
of the Russian Revolution is fully valid in the case of India also," 130 
and that it is wrong to regard China as the only example of a long 
civil war and an agrarian revolution. These factors were present in 
the Russian Revolution, too, while, on the other hand, strikes in 
Shanghai and Canton played a great revolutionary role in China. 140 

Ranadivc attacks the Andhra Communists (and, through them, 
neo-Maoism) for making a distinction between the hegemony of the 
proletariat and the dictatorship of the proletariat. Through a dis¬ 
cussion of the Russian Revolution, supported by long quotations from 
Stalin, he seeks to prove that proletarian hegemony in the struggle 
for power ripens into hegemony in the state, which is identical with 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. 141 More fundamental and more 
telling from a Marxist point of view is Ranadive’s assertion that, in 
the name of the anti-feudal and agrarian revolution. Maoism and 
neo-Maoism have, in fact, abandoned the notion of proletarian 
hegemony. 

Some of those who advocate what they call the Chinese way, 
formally stand for the hegemony of the proletariat. But they 
suggest that the Chinese experience shows that it is exercised 
through the Communist Party—politically and ideologically and 
organizationally—which in reality reduces itself to the assertion that 
a Communist Party, basing itself on the ideological and political 
platform of the proletariat, can successfully lead the revolution 

* This manifest lack of comprehension of the essentials of neo-Maoism on the 
part of Ranadive in 1949 supports our interpretation on pp. 39-40, above, that the 
crucial neo-Maoist passages in Zhukov’s important article of December 1947 were 
simply not understood and therefore were ignored by Ranadive when he embarked 
on his “left" policy at that time. 
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without setting the working class itself, the mass of workers, in 

motion, the hegemony to be secured through the leadership of the 

Communist Party and not through the direct participation and 

lead of the working class in struggle. 142 

Ranadive declares that this conception is wrong, and, to explain the 
victory of the Chinese Communists, he claims that it does not hold 
in China. He says that the Chinese Communist Party arose out of 
the struggle of the Chinese proletariat in the great urban centers such 
as Shanghai and Canton and that it was the proletarian fighters “who 
carried the flame of revolution to agrarian China/' 143 “It is thus 
clear that hegemony cannot mean hegemony of the Party without the 
working class being in action, but directly the hegemony of the 
working class led by the Party, the entire working class in action." 144 

Here for once Ranadive escapes the utter unreality in which 
Communist “theoretical" discussion usually moves when, in an under¬ 
developed country, it employs Marxian, that is, essentially Western 
European, concepts like proletarian revolution and dictatorship. He 
brushes aside the Maoist verbiage of proletarian hegemony and shows 
that in reality the proletariat, as distinguished from the Communist 
party, plays little part in Maoist theory (though he must, of course, 
claim that in practice it played the decisive role in the Chinese 
Revolution). Here Ranadive has put his finger on a real weak spot 
—from the point of view of Marxian theory—of Maoism and neo- 
Maoism. We sec at once, however, why it is very dangerous for 
Communists to face reality and why they do it so rarely. Although 
the abandonment of reliance on the real working class is most obvious 
in the case of Chinese Communists, who clearly based themselves pri¬ 
marily on the peasantry, it is actually inherent in all of Leninism. It 
was Lenin, not Mao, who took the decisive step in cutting himself off 
from the Marxism of Marx and Engels by doing what Ranadive here 
implicitly attacks. Lenin drew a sharp distinction between the party 
and the working class, asserting that the former—a “shock troop" of 
professional revolutionaries, that is, largely of intellectuals—rather 
than the working class itself embodied true proletarian class conscious¬ 
ness, and assigning to the party, rather than to the class, the active and 
creative role in history. This step was a fundamental one, indeed, for 
it marked the abandonment both of the materialist conception of his¬ 
tory as Marx had understood it and of democracy in the labor move¬ 
ment, in the party, and, where the party captures power, in the state. 

Manifestly, Ranadive cannot and does not understand that what he 
is attacking is not a Maoist innovation but a basic aspect of the Lenin¬ 
ist—and therefore also of his own—creed. In fact, his very attack on 
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it shows that he never really frees himself of the Leninist conception. 
Thus, he takes for granted that the Communist party truly represents 
the working class politically and ideologically. He goes so far as to 
speak at one point in Marxian terms of the “lead of the working class/' 
but he is really thinking of the “working class led by the Party" and, 
in typically Blanquist-Bakuninist-Leninist terms, of the party “set¬ 
ting the working class in motion." Since Ranadive's purpose obvi¬ 
ously is not to attack Leninism, he cannot attack the bases of Maoism, 
which is but Leninism in a more developed form. His point is merely 
the very modest one that the working class should at least participate 
in what is supposed to be its own struggle. His objection is to the 
fact that the Andlira Communists in effect developed a theory of 
peasant leadership 145 and, more accurately, that, by belittling the 
general strike as a weapon, they really took the position that the fight¬ 
ing center is the peasantry and not the proletariat. 140 

What makes the Andhra document’s reliance on the peasantry par¬ 
ticularly galling to Ranadive is the fact that it regards the middle 
peasant as a firm member of the united front and justifies the neutrali¬ 
zation of or even collaboration with the rich peasant. To Ranadive 
“this constitutes the real practical gist of the document, a program 
of class collaboration in rural areas." 147 Similarly, Ranadive de¬ 
nounces the Andhra Communists' theory that only the big bourgeoisie 
is collaborating with imperialism while other sections of the bour¬ 
geoisie are its victims and can therefore be included in the united 
front as “open advocacy of class collaboration." 148 Quite rightly, 
Ranadive accuses the Andhra Committee of forgetting the dominant 
contradiction between the exploiters and the exploited, 149 which is 
asserted by Marxism, and the obliteration of which is, indeed, a Mao¬ 
ist contribution to “Marxism"-Leninism. 

Ranadive's attack on Mao, July 1949. The Ranadive Politburo had, 
in its first two statements, assailed the bases of the neo-Maoist strategy. 
It had, in its third one, attacked “revisionism" in the CPI and other 
Communist parties. It had now, in the fourth statement, come to 
grips with the Andhra document itself and thus again with Maoist 
theory. If, as is likely, its chief purpose was to launch a counterattack 
against its Andhra rivals, it could have stopped at this point. How¬ 
ever, for reasons on which we can only speculate, Ranadive chose to 
go further and attack directly the Maoist and neo-Maoist theory and 
strategy and, indeed, Mao Tse-tung himself. So important is this 
event in the historical sequence we arc discussing, so astounding is the 
attack by the unsuccessful leader of a party of a few thousand mem¬ 
bers on the head of the powerful Chinese Communist Party and 
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architect of the greatest Communist success since the Bolshevik Revo¬ 
lution on the eve of his victory, that it is well worth our while to 
reproduce the most important passages in full—especially since the 
original document is difficult to obtain and only fragmentary quota¬ 
tions or brief references may be found in the secondary literature. 150 

Quoting the passage of the Andhra document that credited Mao 
with having formulated a new theory and strategy, 151 the Ranadive 
Politburo statement replies: 

Firstly, we must state emphatically that the Communist Party of 
India has accepted Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin as the authori¬ 
tative sources of Marxism. It has not discovered new sources of 
Marxism beyond these. Nor for that matter is there any Commu¬ 
nist Party which declares adherence to the so-called theory of new 
democracy alleged to be propounded by Mao and declares it to be 
a new addition to Marxism. 152 

This tends to confirm our impression that Ranadive could never 
have completely understood Zhukov’s neo-Maoist application of the 
Zhdanov thesis to the colonial areas, and was relying on Zhdanov's 
1947 speech itself, which gave him little practical guidance but which, 
it seems, he had no doubt he was interpreting correctly. Fie leans 
heavily on it as he proceeds: 

.... Singularly enough there was no reference to this new addition 
to Marxism in the conference of Nine Parties in Europe. Under 
these circumstances it is very wrong for a section of the leadership 
of the Central Committee to take upon itself the task of recom¬ 
mending new discoveries which one of the most authoritative con¬ 
ferences of Marxists has not thought fit to recommend. ... It is 
impermissible for Communists to talk lightly about new discoveries, 
enrichment, because such claims have proved too often to be a thin 
cloak for revisionism (Tito, Browder, etc.). 

Secondly, the documents of the Andhra Secretariat ... do not 
even mention by a word that a Conference of leading Communist 
Parties including the CPSU(B) took place, that at that Confer¬ 
ence, Zhdanov submitted a report explaining the nature of People’s 
Democracies .... A very precise class character of People’s Democ¬ 
racy is given there—a characterization which excludes the bourgeoisie 
from power . . . . # 

Having now affirmed his own orthodoxy and condemned and ridi- 

# “Struggle for People's Democracy and Socialism,” Communist, II No. 4 (June- 
July 1949), 77-78. We already noted that not only did Zhdanov’s report deal with 
the Eastern European satellites after the Communist seizure of power rather than 
colonial countries before Communist assumption of power but that its class analysis 
was anything but precise and that it by no means clearly excluded the bourgeoisie. 
See p. 29 and the footnote on pp. 64-65, above. 
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culed Mao's additions to Marxism by mentioning him in one breath 
with Tito and Browder rather than with Marx, Engels, Lenin, and 
Stalin, Ranadive is finally ready to switch his attack from the Andhra 
Committee directly to Mao: 

This is not the place to sit in judgment over the formulations of 
Comrade Mao in his New Democracy. At the same time since the 
Andhra Secretariat quotes Mao against the understanding of world 
situation and People's Democracies as given by Zhdanov and 
CPSU(B), it is necessary to examine some of the formulations. 

It must be admitted that some of Mao's formulations are such 
that no Communist Party can accept them; they are in contradic¬ 
tion to the world understanding of the Communist Parties. 153 

He then quotes from the Andhra document the passage from Mao 
saying that the Chinese Communist Party promotes the development 
of capitalism. 154 He calls it a “horrifying formulation" and says that 
“no Marxist can ever agree with this reactionary formulation." He 
asks: “Are we to understand that while Communists in Europe, 
USSR, India fight world capitalism, the CCP proposes to rebuild it 
in China?" 155 Is this a return to the theory that capitalism must run 
its full course before socialism can be established, and a revision of 
Lenin's theory of the colonies going to socialism without passing 
through capitalism? It is, according to Ranadive, elementary Marx¬ 
ism that the class dominating economically dominates politically; thus, 
by promoting capitalism, one promotes the rule of capitalism in the 
state, a rule that can exist only in the form of fascism in China at 
the present time. It almost seems as if Mao is being unmasked as 
a fascist by Ranadive, who goes on to declare that “it is obvious that 
this idea of promoting capitalism is reactionary and counterrevolu¬ 
tionary." 150 The best Ranadive can say about Mao is that he is right 
in stressing that socialism cannot be introduced immediately but that 
he confuses toleration of commodity production under people's rule 
with promoting capitalism. 157 

Ranadive centers his attack on Mao on the latter's attitude toward 
the bourgeoisie and capitalism, thus apparently recognizing that this 
is the most characteristic aspect of Maoism and neo-Maoism. But, 
as we have already seen when he sought to equate Joshi's “right" and 
the Andhra Committee's neo-Maoist strategy under the label of revi¬ 
sionism or reformism, he does not seem to understand that a friendly 
attitude toward capitalism in conjunction w r ith a united front from 
below against the bourgeois parties (the neo-Maoist strategy) differs 
radically from its combination with a united front from above with 
bourgeois parties (the old “right" strategy). 
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Ranadive also assails the Chinese Communists when he accuses the 
Andhra Committee of basing its strategy on the peasantry and not 
taking proletarian hegemony seriously: 

Why had the Chinese to go through the protracted civil war? 
Just because the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party at 
times failed to fight for the hegemony of the proletariat, for bring¬ 
ing the majority of the masses in alliance and under the leadership 
of the proletariat, because it followed tactical policies which led to 
a disaster. 158 

Again he shows that he does not distinguish between the old “right” 
and the neo-Maoist strategy, for he is here attacking Mao, and the 
Andhra Communists who are following Mao, with what appears to 
be a reference primarily to the “right” period of the Chinese Commu¬ 
nist Party. Characteristically, he supports this with long quotations 
of the criticism of the Chinese Communist Party’s “opportunism” in 
not being sufficiently independent of the Kuomintang and the bour¬ 
geoisie from the Thesis on the Colonial Movement of the (“left”) 
Sixth Congress of the Communist International of 1928. 159 

Possible reasons for Ranadive's attack on Mao. The question inevi¬ 
tably arises as to why Ranadive seemed to go deliberately out of his 
way to attack Mao. Naturally, no definite answer can be given; but 
the most obvious explanation should not be completely excluded, at 
least as a partial one. Ranadive was engaged in a serious conflict with 
the Andhra Provincial Committee of the CPI. Once this conflict 
reached the level of theory and strategy, it was almost impossible to 
avoid the issue of Maoism, since the Andhra Communists openly 
proclaimed their adherence to Maoism and defended their strategy 
by reliance on the Chinese example. Yet it seems that Ranadive went 
beyond what was necessary when he attacked Mao himself. We can 
hardly credit him with enough intellectual honesty to justify us in 
assuming that he did so merely because he felt that he ought to go 
to the very source of the theories he was opposing. Ranadive's re¬ 
peated references to the first meeting of the Cominform, to Zhdanov's 
report given there, and to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
all of which he seeks to line up, with himself behind them, 
against Mao, make it fairly clear that he felt he enjoyed Moscow's 
support. 

Beyond this point one can only speculate. It is quite possible that, 
although Ranadive received no support or encouragement from Mos¬ 
cow, he was sure that his own “left” interpretation of the Zhdanov 
speech was the sole correct and possible one, and that, seeing the dif¬ 
ferences between it and Maoism (and neo-Maoism), he felt quite safe 
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in attacking Maoism and neo-Maoism. Ruth Fischer states flatly that 
Ranadive, “in the belief that a discussion on the character of the 
Chinese Communist Party and the state regime it was setting up was 
going on between Moscow and Peking, hoped to curry Moscow’s favor 
by taking sides against the Mao Party.” 160 This, too, is a possible 
explanation of Ranadive’s action, but it does not answer the question 
whether Ranadive was right or wrong in believing that such a dis¬ 
cussion was in progress. On the other hand, it is possible that Rana¬ 
dive was actually receiving support from Moscow. Again, various 
possibilities are open. It may have been a case of tacit approval or 
active encouragement, or even, as Franz Borkenau asserts, of Rana- 
dive’s having been left in power by Moscow precisely because of his 
bitter enmity toward Mao. 101 

There is also the question whether Ranadive had full Soviet sup¬ 
port or only that of an anti-Mao faction in Moscow. Ruth Fischer 
believes that Ranadive acted with the encouragement of a particular 
Moscow group, hoping that he could gain favor by attacking the 
Chinese Communists, who were then, she states, the subject of secret 
Moscow discussions. 362 She couples this with the rather questionable 
explanation that at the time of Ranadive’s attack on Mao (July 1949) 
the Chinese Communists were executing a retreat and there was no 
indication of their ultimate triumph. Both Borkenau and Fischer 
clearly imply that Ranadive was Zhdanov’s man and that Zhdanov 
headed the “left,” anti-Mao faction in Moscow. That Ranadive may 
well have conceived of himself as playing this role does not neces¬ 
sarily prove the correctness of the theory—though its falsity cannot 
be proved either. We have already noted in the preceding chapter 
that Zhdanov's report to the Cominform was by no means clearly 
“leftist,” as distinguished from neo-Maoist, in character, and that it 
was applied to the colonial areas in an essentially neo-Maoist manner 
by Zhukov. But even if Zhdanov (who, incidentally, had died almost 
a year before Ranadive’s attack on Mao) was not anti-Maoist, he may 
possibly have been anti-Mao; his attitude toward the neo-Maoist 
strategy need not necessarily reflect his attitude toward the Chinese 
Communists and their leader, a subject of which we know nothing. 
It is clear that so many unknown factors enter into a consideration 
of the relationships between Zhdanov and Mao and between Ranadive 
and Zhdanov that it is best to admit ignorance on them, important 
as it would be to have some answers to the questions raised. 

Some anti-Maoist, but pro-Chinese Communist documents. The 
four Politburo statements of 1949 were the most characteristic docu¬ 
ments of the CPI’s “left” period. Before we leave that period, we 
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may briefly examine some documents that, at first glance, seem to 
constitute a retreat from the extreme position of July 1949. 

In the September-October 1949 issue of Communist there appeared 
a short article by G. Voitinsky, presumably reprinted from a Soviet 
publication, as much of the contents of Communist was, entitled 
“Chinese Communist Party in the Vanguard of Fight for Peace and 
Democracy.” 1611 The inclusion of this piece praising the Chinese 
Communists in the issue of the CPI’s monthly following the one de¬ 
nouncing Mao could hardly have been a coincidence, and at first it 
would almost seem to repudiate the latter. Upon closer inspection of 
the article it appears more likely, however, that its appearance in 
Communist was designed to prove both that Ranadive was not opposed 
to Chinese Communism but only to some of its doctrines and that 
his own doctrines were “correct,” that is, approved in Moscow. It 
may well have been carefully selected for the support it seems to lend 
to some of Ranadive’s main points in his preceding debate with the 
Andhra Committee. 

Thus, Ranadive’s belief in a one-step revolution with socialism as 
its goal, as opposed to any New Democracy preserving capitalism, is 
echoed in statements that the Chinese Communist victories are “lead¬ 
ing China toward Socialism,” 104 and that “under the leadership of the 
Communist Party the entire economic system in town and country¬ 
side is being turned away from capitalism in the direction of Socialist 
development.” 165 Like Ranadive, Voitinsky gives some appearance 
of viewing the bourgeoisie as an enemy when he speaks of the fight 
“by China’s democratic forces against the camp of feudal-bourgeois 
reaction and American imperialism.” 306 He does not mention the 
national bourgeoisie as a member of the united front, but speaks only 
of “an alliance between the working class and peasantry, with the 
workers leading the entire liberation movement (through the Com¬ 
munist Party) ”; 167 and he even states that the history of the Chinese 
Communist Party is “the history of the struggle of the Chinese work¬ 
ing class for hegemony.” 168 Finally, the article gives strong support 
to Ranadive’s insistence that the Soviet Union rather than China 
must furnish the leading example to Indian Communists. It empha¬ 
sizes the point that the Chinese themselves followed the Russian 
example, and quotes Mao as saying that the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union “is our finest teacher from whom we must learn” 168 and 
that “we must take the path of the Russians.” 170 

Actually, the Voitinsky article is not wholly opposed to the neo- 
Maoist strategy. It speaks of “the anti-imperialist, anti-feudal revo¬ 
lution, for the establishment of a people’s democratic power and 
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complete national sovereignty/’ 171 and of the Chinese Communists 
enjoying “the wide support of all the democratic and anti-imperialist 
groups and organizations.” 372 But its omission of any more direct 
mention of the four-class appeal is striking, and, by and large, it seems 
to serve Ranadive’s purposes admirably. 

The article’s praise for Mao’s violent tactics is also to Ranadive’s 
liking. It should be noted that, although he attacks every essential 
element of the Maoist and neo-Maoist strategy in his four Politburo 
statements, Ranadive never takes issue with the use of armed struggle. 
As will become clear in subsequent chapters, armed struggle is not an 
essential aspect of the neo-Maoist strategy, and on it Ranadive wholly 
agreed with the Andhra Communists and with Mao. Throughout 
1948 and 1949 there appeared frequent reports in the CPI’s weekly 
People's Age hailing the advances of the Chinese Communists and 
also the armed Communist uprisings in Burma, Malaya, and Indo¬ 
nesia; but these articles combine no appreciation of the pro-bour¬ 
geois essentials of the neo-Maoist strategy with that of its armed tactics. 
Thus, an editorial written when the four Politburo statements were 
drawn up and entitled “March of China’s Liberation Army Heralds 
Doom of Colonial Rule in Asia and the World” 173 speaks of the “im¬ 
perialists relying upon the treacherous national bourgeoisie who in 
return for petty concessions had everywhere struck a deal with the 
imperialists in order to crush the revolutionary forces of their own 
peoples” and asserts that “the final victory of the Chinese revolu¬ 
tion . . . will decisively shift the balance of forces in favor of the 
fighting peoples of Asia and against the imperialist-bourgeois axis.” 

A final example of Ranadive’s stand favoring the Chinese Commu¬ 
nists which does not contradict his opposition to the Maoist strategy 
is a message of greetings he sent to Mao Tse-tung on October 12, 1949, 
on the occasion of the formation of the Communist People’s Govern¬ 
ment of China. 174 It does not in any real sense mark a retreat from 
Ranadive’s anti-Mao position, but seems to be merely a routine affair. 
The issue of whether the bourgeoisie is on the side of imperialism is 
sidestepped by a reference to “the doom of foreign imperialism and its 
national agents on the continent of Asia”; and the remark that “the 
victory scored by the Communist Party of China is the victory of 
Marxism-Leninism, of the Stalinist Line,” can, given Ranadive’s inter¬ 
pretation of what constitutes the Stalinist line and Marxism-Leninism, 
even be understood as a hint that the Communist victory in China 
was achieved in spite of rather than as a result of the Maoist strategy. 
Ranadive could not have been very popular in Peking in this period, 
and Mao’s reply to him, dated October 19, 1919, is very brief. 176 It 
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does, however, in one sentence, which starts with a somewhat less than 
profound statement, manage to reassert that China can serve as an 
example to the Indian Communists: “The Indian people is one of the 
great Asian people with a long history and a vast population; her fate 
in the past and her path to the future are similar to those of China in 
many points.”* 

In this chapter we have seen how the “left” strategy adopted by the 
CPI in December 1947 as a result of an earlier Soviet policy shift 
grew, largely as a consequence of intra-Party developments, more and 
more extreme under the leadership of Ranadive in 1948 and 1949. 
We have noted that in 1948, before it had become quite so clear as it 
did in 1949 how sharply opposed to the neo-Maoist strategy this “left” 
strategy was, the latter was neither wholeheartedly approved nor dis¬ 
approved of in Moscow. In the next chater we shall turn to the 
gradual crystallization of the Soviet attitude toward the neo-Maoist 
strategy during 1949, the events marking the completion of that 
process at the end of 1919, and their spectacular results within the 
CPI at the beginning of 1950. 
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CHAPTER 


4 


THE SHIFT TO THE NEO-MAOIST 
STRATEGY (1949-1950) 


I. The Soviet View in 1949 

We have seen that, beginning in the middle of 1947, when the 
“right’' strategy of the united front from above was being abandoned 
and throughout 1948 both the neo-Maoist strategy of including sec¬ 
tions of the bourgeoisie in the united front from below and the “left” 
strategy of excluding the entire bourgeoisie from that front were being 
advanced by different Soviet writers. We have also noted that, begin¬ 
ning in 1948, there were indications of neo-Maoist influence on the 
advocates of the “left” strategy to the extent that they now tended to 
confine their condemnations to the “big” bourgeoisie. In such a 
gradual process, it is impossible to set a particular date by which the 
“left” strategy had completely yielded to the neo-Maoist one, but it is 
clear that the process had continued in the early part of 1949 and, 
as we shall now show, was substantially completed by the middle of 
that year when the neo-Maoist strategy emerged as the sole one ap¬ 
proved by Moscow for the colonial areas. 

Reasons for the adoption of the neo-Maoist, strategy. Among the 
factors responsible for the adoption of the neo-Maoist strategy in Mos¬ 
cow in 1949 the growing victories of the Chinese Communists must 
have been an important one, especially since more and more attention 
was now being paid in Moscow to Chinese Communist statements, and 
the Maoist strategy thus became more widely known and better under¬ 
stood. This alone would not have led to the adoption of neo-Maoism, 
however, had Moscow not realized that the “left” strategy, with its 
concentration on the local bourgeoisie in each country, which is not 
even necessarily anti-Soviet, could divert Communist parties from the 
important battle against the United States to relatively unimportant 
and possibly even harmful engagements—fighting (to borrow General 
Omar Bradley’s phrase) “the wrong war, ... at the wrong time, and 
86 
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with the wrong enemy/* Neo-Maoism, with its concentration on 
foreign imperialism as the main enemy and its reliance on virtually 
everyone, regardless of class, who is anti-imperialist, was recognized 
as the strategy best suited to the needs of the Soviet Union’s anti- 
American foreign policy. It is conceivable that Ranadive's Politburo 
statements of early 1949 coupled with the practical failure of his policy 
may have helped Moscow understand the disadvantages of the “left** 
strategy as compared to the neo-Maoist one. 1 

Liu Shao-chi’s “Internationalism and Nationalism” in Pravda, June 
1949 . Two concurrent events in June 1949 herald the complete accept¬ 
ance by Moscow of the neo-Maoist strategy—at least a full month, be 
it noted, before Ranadivc published his most vigorous attack on it 
and its originator. One June 7, 8, and 9 Pravda published Liu Shao- 
chi’s “Internationalism and Nationalism.’’ 2 This pamphlet by the 
foremost theoretician of the Chinese Communist Party, devoted to a 
discussion of bourgeois nationalism and proletarian patriotism and 
internationalism, was occasioned by Tito’s expulsion from the Comin- 
form and had been written as early as November 1918. Since it fully 
supports the Soviet position against Tito, there would have been 
ample reason for its earlier publication in the Soviet press at a time 
when all Communist parties protested their loyalty to Moscow against 
the Titoist heresy. It is most likely that the delay in publication was 
caused by Moscow’s unwillingness at an earlier date to give its official 
approval to a few lines at the end of the pamphlet. Concentrating 
entirely on the inclusion of sections of the bourgeoisie in the united 
front from below, the most characteristic feature of the Maoist and 
neo-Maoist strategy, and worded in the unequivocal terms of a direc¬ 
tive, these lines are indeed far more outspoken and clearer than any¬ 
thing hitherto published on the subject in Moscow. The fact that 
they now received official Soviet sanction by being reprinted in Pravda 
is, therefore, of all the more importance. These lines read: 

Of course, the Communists in other colonial and semi-colonial 
countries such as India, Burma, Siam, the Philippines, Indonesia, 
Indo-China, South Korea, etc., must for the sake of their national 
interests similarly adopt a firm and irreconcilable policy against na¬ 
tional betrayal by the reactionary section of the bourgeoisie, espe¬ 
cially the big bourgeoisie, which has already surrendered to imperi¬ 
alism. If this were not done, it would be a grave mistake. 

On the other hand, the Communists in these countries should 
enter into an anti-imperialist alliance with that section of the na¬ 
tional bourgeoisie which is still opposing imperialism and which 
does not oppose the anti-imperialist struggle of the masses of the 
people. Should the Communists fail to do so in earnest, should 
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they, to the contrary, oppose or reject such an alliance, it would also 

constitute a grave mistake. Such an alliance must be established 

in all sincerity even if it should be of an unreliable, temporary and 

unstable nature. 3 

The meeting of the USSR Academy of Sciences of June 1949 . The 
day before these paragraphs appeared in Pravda there opened a joint 
meeting of the learned councils of the Institute of Economics and the 
Pacific Institute of the USSR Academy of Sciences devoted to problems 
of the national and colonial movement since World War II. A similar 
meeting of the Academy exactly two years earlier had provided the 
first indication of both the shift away from the “right” strategy and 
the divisions between the advocates of the new neo-Maoist strategy, 
notably Zhukov, and those of the old “left” strategy, notably Bala- 
bushevich and Dyakov. The present meeting demonstrated the sub¬ 
stantial end of this division. It was opened by Zhukov, the director 
of the Pacific Institute, with a general report on “Problems of the 
National-Colonial Struggle since the Second World War.” 4 We are 
not surprised to find him expressing the neo-Maoist point of view. 
He speaks of the deepening crisis of the colonial system and the fact 
that the national liberation movement has “entered a new and higher 
stage of its development” as indicated by the use of armed struggle in 
“a number of colonial and dependent countries.” 5 Then Zhukov 
assigns only one section of the bourgeoisie to the side of the enemy: 
“the big bourgeoisie has finally gone over into the camp of imperi¬ 
alist reaction.” 6 He makes his neo-Maoist position even clearer when 
he explicitly includes another section in the united front: “In the 
struggle for People's Democracy in the colonies and semi-colonies are 
united not only the workers, the peasantry, the urban petty-bour- 
geoisie, the intelligentsia, but even certain sections of the middle 
bourgeoisie which is interested in saving itself from cut-throat foreign 
competition and from imperialist oppression.” 7 The differences be¬ 
tween this neo-Maoist view and Ranadive’s “left” view are also striking 
where Zhukov states that the people's democratic revolution in the 
colonics and semi-colonies is first and foremost an anti-imperialist and 
anti-feudal one, and that it may therefore take longer to pass to the 
solution of socialist tasks than in central and southeastern Europe, 
though the general pattern of social development is said to be the 
same in both areas. 8 

Zhukov's report was followed by another general one by Maslen¬ 
nikov “On the Leading Role of the Working Class in the National 
Liberation Movement of the Colonial Peoples,” 9 while all the other 
numerous reports at the Academy meeting dealt with individual 



The Soviet View in 1949 


89 


underdeveloped countries. Maslennikov illustrates his advocacy of 
the neo-Maoist strategy primarily by references to the experience of 
the Chinese Communists—but preceded by an assertion of the primacy 
of the Soviet example: “The experience of the revolutionary struggle 
in Russia was and still is of tremendous significance for the national 
liberation movement of the colonies, semi-colonies and the dependent 
countries.’* Their successes and “above all the historic victory of the 
Chinese people . . . are the most striking demonstrations of the tri¬ 
umph of the Leninist-Stalinist teachings on the national-colonial 
revolution. . . .” 10 This report contains a number of references to 
the four-class strategy of the Chinese Communists, one of which is 
worth quoting: 

A single united front, unprecedented in breadth and depth and 
unifying the workers, the peasants, the urban petty bourgeoisie, the 
national minorities and certain sections of the middle industrial and 
trading bourgeoisie was created inside the country. The petty and 
the middle bourgeoisie in China suffered oppression and persecu¬ 
tion at the hands of the reactionary big bourgeoisie, the landlord 
class and the Kuomintang power (which was in the hands of monop¬ 
oly capital). The petty and middle bourgeoisie is not or very little 
connected with imperialism. That is why this bourgeoisie, accord¬ 
ing to the definition of Mao Tse-tung “a real national bourgeoisie/' 
enters into a united front of struggle against internal reaction and 
foreign imperialism. 11 

That this characteristic of Maoism is applicable not in China alone 
is made clear by Maslennikov when he points out that “in all the 
countries of the colonial world, the peasantry, the intelligentsia, the 
urban petty bourgeoisie, and that section of the national bourgeoisie 
which is coming forth against imperialism are rallying around the 
proletariat/' 12 

Of great significance as marking the completion of the turn to the 
neo-Maoist strategy in Moscow is the report to the Academy on India, 
entitled “A New Stage in the National Liberation Struggle of the 
Peoples of India/’ 13 for it was delivered by Balabushevich, who 
throughout the preceding period was the outstanding advocate of 
the “left" strategy in Moscow. Balabushevich has no difficulty in 
accepting the neo-Maoist postulate that the Communists’ fight is di¬ 
rected against foreign imperialism and feudalism, 14 since he had never 
gone as far as Ranadive in regarding the Indian bourgeoisie as the 
main enemy. Interestingly enough, however, his main concern seems 
to be with feudalism rather than imperialism, and the main lesson 
he has learned from Mao is the emphasis on the agrarian revolution 
and armed struggle in the countryside, those elements of Maoism 
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which, as we shall see, turned out in the long run not to be the essen¬ 
tial ones of the neo-Maoist strategy but which were the very ones 
which were also most important to the Andhra Communists. ‘‘The 
peasantry is the most important driving force in the colonial revolu¬ 
tion . . .” 15 Balabushevich proclaims, and he goes all out in his stress 
on the Telengana revolt. There, he says, the peasant movement 
“attained its highest peak” 10 and “assumed the character of an armed 
revolt and an agrarian revolution/’ 17 It was “the first attempt at 
creating People’s Democracy in India and, although this attempt is 
limited in its scale and in its character, it has indisputably tremendous 
importance for the further development and intensification of the 
general democratic movement in India and Pakistan. The struggle 
in Telengana is the harbinger of the agrarian revolution and consti¬ 
tutes the most important content of the present stage of the national 
liberation struggle in India/’ 18 

When we turn to the essential element of the neo-Maoist strategy, 
the inclusion of a section of the bourgeoisie among the anti-imperialist 
forces, we get the impression that Balabushevich has not yet accepted 
neo-Maoism wholeheartedly. While generally referring to the “big” 
or “upper” bourgeoisie as the ally of imperialism, he repeatedly 
relapses into the use of “left” terminology, mentioning simply “the 
bourgeoisie” or “the capitalists” in this connection. 10 Pie goes so 
far as to call the “left” Second Congress of the CPI “an important step 
in the life of the Communist Party of India” which “demonstrated a 
big increase in the influence of the Communist Party”; and he even 
speaks approvingly of the non-Maoist united front it had demanded, 
an “alliance of the working class, the peasantry and the urban petty- 
bourgeoisie.” 20 

However, at the end of his long report Balabushevich finally and, 
to be sure, very grudgingly takes the crucial step from the “left” to 
the neo-Maoist strategy of admitting a section of the bourgeoisie to 
the united front: 

The final going over of the Indian big bourgeoisie into the camp 
of reaction and imperialism does not exclude the fact that individ¬ 
ual groupings in the national bourgeoisie can still at one time or 
another, during one or another period, become fellow-travellers 
with the democratic forces in their struggle against imperialism 
and its allies. ... In the first instance, they comprise those ele¬ 
ments of the bourgeoisie whose interests in particular run counter 
to those of foreign capital that is flowing increasingly into the 
country. It also comprises the rising bourgeoisie of those national 
regions of India which are more backward in their development. 
This bourgeoisie is dissatisfied with the predominance of the already 
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constituted monopolist groups. . . . These oppositional strata of 
the Indian bourgeoisie ought not to be regarded in any way as reli¬ 
able or stable members of the anti-imperialist camp. 21 

Especially when compared with Zhukov’s and Maslennikov’s passages 
on the same subject, quoted above, it is strikingly evident that Bala- 
bushevich is reluctant to take this step and that he seeks to minimize 
its importance by implying the relative insignificance and stressing 
the unreliability of the sections of the bourgeoisie who might join the 
proletariat, that is, the Communists. However, the test of adherence 
to the neo-Maoist strategy is not necessarily belief in large and stable 
bourgeois membership in the united front from below. The conten¬ 
tion that any capitalists at all can join the proletariat, peasantry, and 
petty-bourgeoisie, and that their interests, too, are represented by the 
Communist party, radically distinguishes the neo-Maoist from the 
“left” strategy. We are therefore justified in stating that with his 
report to the Academy of Sciences in June 1949 Balabushevich has, 
however reluctantly, become an advocate of neo-Maoism, and that the 
differences between him and Zhukov, between the “left” and the neo- 
Maoist strategy that had existed in Moscow for the past two years, 
have now been resolved in favor of the latter. 

Summing up the results of the session of the Academy, Zhukov 
stated that the “controversy as to at what stage the colonial bour¬ 
geoisie begins to play a reactionary role can be solved only when an 
answer is given to this main question” of “its attitude towards the 
Soviet Union.” 22 This, he states, is the determinant of the progressive 
character of any social movement since the main enemy everywhere 
is American imperialism. Here we have a remarkably frank answer, 
devoid of the usual complicated social and economic analysis, to the 
question of which parts of the bourgeoisie constitute the “national” 
or “middle” bourgeoisie and which the “comprador” or “big” bour¬ 
geoisie. Pro-Soviet, anti-American capitalists make up the former; 
anti-Soviet, pro-American ones the latter—it is as simple as that. 
Zhukov’s remark thus provides us with the most fundamental char¬ 
acterization of the neo-Maoist strategy as a grouping of all anti- 
American forces regardless of class membership.* 

The Cominform journal in favor of the neo-Maoist strategy. During 
the months following June 1949 the pages of the Cominform journal 
and Pravda show clearly, by featuring pronouncements of Chinese 

* Liu Shao-chi, in his pamphlet mentioned above, even includes feudal elements 
in this grouping, which is only logical if its prime purpose is anti-Americanism, 
though less so if the revolution is regarded as anti-feudal. See footnote on p. 12, 
above. 
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Communist leaders advancing it, that the neo-Maoist strategy now 
had Moscow’s approval. Thus Mao’s statement that “with the excep¬ 
tion of the imperialists—feudal lords, bureaucratic bourgeoisie, Kuo- 
mintang reactionaries and their accomplices—all the rest of the people 
are our friends. We have a broad and strong revolutionary united 
hont—so broad that it includes the working ciass, the peasantry, the 
pctty-bourgeoisie and national bourgeoisie,” 23 made in a speech deliv¬ 
ered on June 15, was reprinted. Two weeks later there appeared in 
full Mao’s famous “The Dictatorship of People’s Democracy,” which 
states: “Who are ‘the people’? At the present stage in China the 
people are the working class, the class of the peasantry, the petty- 
bourgeoisie and national bourgeoisie,” 24 and defines the internal 
enemy as “the lackeys of imperialism—the class of landlords and bureau¬ 
cratic capital.” A few w r ceks later General Chu-Teh told the readers 
of the Com in form journal, after speaking of the proletariat’s alliance 
with the peasantry and petty bourgeoisie, that “under certain condi¬ 
tions, it is furthermore necessary, in the struggle against imperialism, 
to win over the national bourgeoisie or to neutralize it.” 25 He ex¬ 
pressly warned against “leftist adventurism” and “closed door” tenden¬ 
cies. Finally, an editorial on the Communist victory in China in the 
journal of the Com in form declared that the Chinese Communist 
Party, equipped with the teaching of Lenin and Stalin and basing 
itself on the experience of the USSR and the CPSU(B), had “rallied 
all sections of the Chinese people.” Its victory “will inspire the 
peoples of the colonial and dependent countries to intensify the 
national liberation struggle. . . . The People’s Republic of China 
will be their loyal friend and reliable bulwark in the struggle against 
imperialism.” 20 It. was thus made fairly clear to the Asian Communist 
parties that, while the Soviet Union remained paramount, they could 
also look to China for support. 

Reports to the Academy o?i the “Crisis of the Colonial System ” In 
the latter half of 1919 a number of reports were presented to the 
Pacific Institute of the Soviet Academy of Sciences on the “Crisis of 
the Colonial System” 27 that arc strikingly similar to those given at 
the Academy’s June session. Again the head of the Institute, Zhukov, 
submitted a general paper on the subject, entitled “Sharpening Crisis 
of the Colonial System after World War II.” 28 Whereas in June he 
had merely spoken of armed struggle in “a number of colonial coun¬ 
tries,” he now draws a distinction between Southeast Asia and India, 
a matter that was, as we shall see, destined to be of considerable im¬ 
portance during the next period of the CPI's history. Zhukov states 
that armed struggle in the colonial countries has assumed the broadest 
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sweep in Burma, Vietnam, Malaya, Indonesia, and the Philippines, 
but of India he merely says that the toiling masses are organizing 
themselves to defend their rights. 20 

The usual statement including part of the bourgeoisie in the united 
front again makes its appearance: 

It goes without saying that in the East, in the colonial and semi¬ 
colonial countries, it is possible to have a broader national front 
against imperialist forces than in the West. It can certainly include 
those strata of the bourgeoisie which have suffered from the ruin 
of local industry as a result of the flooding of the market by goods 
from the metropolitan country.* 

Zhukov is far less hesitant in this matter than Balabuslievich, although 
even he is never as outspoken as Mao and other Chinese spokesmen 
and is still often careless in referring to the “bourgeoisie” instead of 
the “big bourgeoisie” as an ally of imperialism. As in June?, he makes 
the distinction between the European and the colonial people's de¬ 
mocracies, with the latter farther removed from socialism and more 
concerned with bourgeois democratic, that is, anti-feudal and anti¬ 
imperialist, tasks; 30 and he again asserts unequivocally that “the main 
enemy of the national liberation movement in the colonies and semi¬ 
colonies is aggressive American imperialism.” 31 Lastly, as is almost 
obligatory in Soviet pronouncements on the subject, Zhukov ascribes 
all Communist successes in the colonies to the “ideological and politi¬ 
cal support from the USSR. . . . This determines the entire develop¬ 
ment of the national-colonial struggles after the Second World War.” 32 
China, on the other hand, is mentioned only as bearing out this state¬ 
ment, not as influencing the rest of Asia. 

The report on China in this collection, “China from a Semi-Colony 
to a People's Democracy” by G. Astafyev, 33 makes the membership of 
the national bourgeoisie in the united front fairly clear 34 and contains 
this important passage: “The Chinese people’s liberation movement, 
which, in the conditions of a semi-colonial country, creatively applied 
the teachings of Lenin and Stalin . . . and which has profited from 
Lhe tremendous experience of the CPSU(B) and on the basis of this 
achieved its present successes, is itself a vast treasury of revolutionary 
experience, which helps all the oppressed peoples of the East in their 
struggle against imperialism to choose the correct path, to avoid many 
mistakes, and to achieve their aims with less losses and in shorter 

* Crisis of the Colonial System (Bombay: People’s Publishing House, 1951) . p. 
73. In the long run, Zhukov, a Far-Eastern expert, has turned out to be wrong in 
drawing this distinction between the East and the West, for the neo-Maoist strategy 
has come to be applied in both areas. 
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time.” 36 Preceded by a reference to “the peoples of Indo-China, 
Burma, Malaya and even Philippines, Indonesia and India"; this is 
so far one of the strongest exhortations to emanate from Moscow to 
the Asian Communist parties to follow what will soon be widely re¬ 
ferred to as the “Chinese path," that is, the neo-Maoist strategy, an 
exhortation reinforced by the warning of the “mistakes" and “losses" 
involved in doing otherwise—for example, as Ranadive was still doing 
at the very time when this statement was made. 

The report on India in this collection of the Pacific Institute was 
submitted by A. M. Dyakov, 36 who, like his colleague Balabushevich, 
as we have had occasion to note, had been an adherent of the “left" 
strategy. The similarity of approach of these two former “leftist" 
Soviet experts on India, now that they have to follow the neo-Maoist 
line, is striking. After a long review of the CPI's history notable 
chiefly for its various distortions and its criticism of the Party’s “oppor¬ 
tunism" during its prewar and postwar “right" periods, Dyakov turns 
to the present and, like Balabushevich, places his chief emphasis on 
the agrarian revolution and rural armed struggle aspects of Maoism: 
“The most characteristic and distinctive feature of postwar India is 
the tremendous growth and intensification of the peasant move¬ 
ment." 37 In “Tclengana ... a people's power was created for the 
first time in the history of India. ... In Telengana, it was the Com¬ 
munists who stood at the head of the peasant and the national move¬ 
ment. Thus, the alliance of the working class with the peasantry has 
been established here with the leading role of the working class."* 
“The active struggle of the peasantry, passing over to an uprising in 
places and headed by the working class ... is the most characteristic 
feature of the new stage and as a result of this it can be termed as an 
agrarian stage with complete justification." 38 

Dyakov may, except in his historical section, be somewhat more 
consistent than Balabushevich in the use of the term “big" bour¬ 
geoisie, but, like the latter, he still approvingly refers to the Second 
CPI Congress 30 and alleges that the influence of the CPI is growing 

* Ibid., p. 40. The usual Communist identification of the “working class” with 
the Communist party and the assumption, condemned, as we saw in the last chapter, 
by Ranadive in his attack on the Andhra Committee, that Communist leadership 
of the peasantry ipso facto represents proletarian hegemony, are particularly strik¬ 
ing in this passage. We may also note that Dyakov states that the Telengana 
uprising was not liquidated “even till the middle of 1949” (ibid .). Actually, it had 
not been liquidated at all by the time he wrote, but Ranadive, by not publicizing 
it in 1949, had apparently succeeded in misleading Moscow and, to that extent, 
injuring his Andhra rivals—though Dyakov’s and Balabushcvich’s writings were 
designed to give much more comfort to the Andhra leaders than to Ranadive. 
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rapidly and that its organization is being strengthened in spite of the 
government's “terror*' 40 at a time when the very opposite was true. 
However, he too has to take the decisive neo-Maoist step-even though, 
by seemingly confining the bourgeois sections to be admitted to the 
united front to those of national minority groups and by dwelling 
heavily on their weakness and unreliability, he appears to be, if any¬ 
thing, even more intent than Balabushevich on stressing the insignifi¬ 
cance of this feature of neo-Maoism: 

The national question has not been solved. ... It is therefore 
that the middle and pctty-bourgeoisie of those nationalities of India 
which are suffering most from the feudal survivals and the domina¬ 
tion of monopoly capital, which exists in the main in Gujerati and 
Marwari hands, can be a wavering ally of the democratic camp. 
The progressive role of these national bourgeois strata is extremely 
relative and shortlived and on no account must it be overestimated. 41 

“The national bourgeoisie of the peoples mentioned above is very 
weak and is an extremely unreliable ally in the struggle of the peoples 
of India for the liquidation of the survivals of its feudal divisions and 
for national self-determination."* 

No matter how hesitantly and reluctantly, Dyakov, like Bala¬ 
bushevich, has now fallen in line with the neo-Maoist strategy, mak¬ 
ing its victory in Moscow, after two years of uncertainty and division, 
complete. 


II. The Imposition of the Neo-Maoist Strategy on the CPI 

Although it was clear from the writings discussed in the preceding 
section that since the middle of 1949 the neo-Maoist strategy was now 
the only strategy approved by Moscow for the Asian Communist par¬ 
ties, Moscow took far more obvious steps to call this fact to the atten¬ 
tion of these parties and, as we shall see later in this section, of the 
Indian Party in particular. 

The Peking WFTU Conference, November 1949 . Just as in Feb¬ 
ruary 1948, when the Asian Communist parties were familiarized with 
the abandonment of the “right" strategy at the Calcutta Youth Con¬ 
ference, a meeting of an international Communist front organization 

# Ibid., p. 35. In an article on India in November 1949, Dyakov again gives great 
emphasis to the peasant movement, calls only the “big” bourgeoisie an ally of 
imperialism and feudalism, but again mentions sections of the bourgeoisie only of 
minority nationalities as supporting “the workers.” A. Dyakov, ‘‘Anglo-American 
Plans in India,” Pravda, November 25, 1949, p. 3; translated in full in Soviet Press 
Translations, V, No. 3 (February 1, 1950), 80-83; slightly condensed and translated 
in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, I, No. 48 (December 27, 1949), 33-34. 
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was chosen for the purpose of broadcasting the line now agreed on in 
Moscow. From November J6 to December 3, 1949, there met in 
Peking the Trade Union Conference of Asian and Australasian Coun¬ 
tries of the World Federation of Trade Unions (WFTU). 42 Though 
some of its main addresses were delivered by leading Chinese Com¬ 
munists and its locale was the capital of Communist China, the mere 
facts that its chief pronouncements were promptly published in the 
Moscow press and the Cominform journal and, above all, that it was 
a conference of the WFTU. a Moscow-directed organization, leave no 
doubt whatever that it represented the voice of Moscow as much as 
that of Peking. The significance of this meeting lies precisely in the 
fact that the tw r o voices now coincide on the subject of Communist 
strategy in the colonial areas and that Moscow, quite as much as 
Peking, wanted to capitalize on the recent Communist victory in 
China by holding the conference in Peking. 

The most important speech ol the Peking WFTU Conference was 
the opening address of Liu Shao-clii, 43 who sounded the keynote of 
the meeting and, indeed, of the subsequent period in Asian Com¬ 
munist strategy, w r ith the following statement: “The path taken by the 
Chinese people to defeat imperialism and its lackeys and to establish 
the People’s Republic of China is the path that should be taken by 
the peoples of the various colonial and semi-colonial countries in their 
fight for national independence and people's democracy." Liu then 
proceeded to define to the assembled delegates from the Asian Com¬ 
munist movements this Chinese path as a four-point “formula." 
Points two and threes dealing with the importance, respectively, of 
working class and Communist party leadership and of Marxist- 
Lcninist theory, party discipline, and self-criticism, are not peculiar to 
the Chinese strategy and therefore are of less interest to us, but the 
first and last of the four points arc w r orth quoting: 

1. The working class must unite with all other classes, parties, 
groups, organizations and individuals who are willing to oppose 
the oppression of imperialism and its lackeys, to form a broad 
nationwide united front and ready to wage a resolute struggle 
against imperialism and its lackeys. 

4. It is necessary to set up wherever and whenever possible a 
people’s liberation army led by the Communist Party, an army which 
is powerful and skillful in fighting enemies, as well as strong points 
for the operation of these armies and also to coordinate the mass 
struggles in the enemy controlled areas with the armed struggle. 
Moreover, armed struggle is the main form of struggle in the 
national liberation struggle in many colonies and semi-colonies. 
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That this formula is in the nature of a directive to the Asian 
Communist parties is then driven home by Liu: 

This is the main path followed in China by the Chinese people 
in winning their victory. This path is the path of Mao Tse-tung. 
It can also become the main path of the peoples of other colonial 
and semi-colonial countries for winning emancipation where similar 
conditions prevail. 

To emphasize this formula even more strongly, and possibly with 
Ranadive in mind, he warns any recalcitrants that they would be 
making a “mistake,” that is, be deviationists, if they followed any 
other “path”: 

.... It is impossible in these countries ... to overtliow the yoke 
of imperialism and its lackeys and to establish a people’s democratic 
state by taking any easier path other than that indicated above. 
Anyone attempting to do so would be committing a mistake. 

Moscow had finally settled on the neo-Maoist strategy in mid-1949, 
and the Chinese Communists had completed their conquest of main¬ 
land China in the same year and turned tlieir eyes beyond its confines. 
Now the two are here combining to proclaim in the most unequivocal 
language that the neo-Maoist strategy is now obligatory for all Com¬ 
munist parties in colonial areas. Among the elements constituting 
this strategy the one mentioned first and foremost is what we have 
called the “four-class” approach, stated here in such broad and all- 
inclusive form (“all other classes, parties and groups, organizations 
and individuals”) that we would be justified in referring to it as the 
“all-class” or, indeed, the classless approach. Corresponding to this, 
and equally characteristic of the essence of neo-Maoism, is the 
definition of the enemy as, for all practical purposes, only imperialism. 
“Its lackeys,” which is regularly added, refers simply to all those native 
elements opposed to the Communists, but not necessarily even to the 
entire feudal element. Interestingly enough—especially since this 
speech was made at a “labor” meeting—the inclusion of the national 
bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeoisie in this broad united front are 
so much taken for granted by Liu that subsequent references to it in 
his speech are devoted not to its defense or explanation at all, but, on 
the contrary, merely to a demonstration of why these classes cannot 
be the leaders of the united front, a role naturally reserved to the 
working class and the Communist party. The peasantry, so often 
regarded as the main element of the Maoist strategy, is not even 
considered worthy of explicit mention in Liu’s four-point formula, 
nor is a warning against possible peasant leadership of the united 
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front deemed necessary; but a firm worker-peasant alliance is con¬ 
sidered the basis of the united front. 

Liu devoted a large part of his speech to the importance of Commu¬ 
nist-led armed forces and armed struggle. Superficially this is its most 
striking aspect, and it can thus easily give the impression of being a 
general call to arms to the Asian Communists. Not only outside 
observers but, as we shall see in the next chapter, the CPI, too, seem 
to have regarded it as such. In the light of subsequent events, 
however, it is important to note at this point not only that Liu lists 
armed struggle as only the last of his four points but also that, while 
the first three dealing with the united front and the Communist 
party are treated as unconditionally applicable to all colonial areas, 
this last one is not. An army is to be set. up, not everywhere, but only 
“wherever and whenever possible”; and armed struggle is the main 
form of struggle, not in all, but only “in many colonies and semi- 
colonies.” Nor can this phrasing be accidental, for in every single 
instance when armed struggle is mentioned in subsequent paragraphs 
such cautious limiting words are used in conjunction with it. 

Of interest, too, is the report to the Peking WFTU Conference of 
Li Li-san, 44 who was known as the chief exponent of the “left” strategy 
in an earlier period of Chinese Communism. Like Liu, Li lists the 
lessons of the Chinese Communist victory. The first one, again, is “to 
unite with all the classes, political parties and groups, organizations 
and individuals who suffer from the oppression of imperialism and 
its lackeys, in forming a mighty national united front against them.” 
The Chinese workers had won the support of the broad peasant 
masses, the petty bourgeoisie, and the intelligentsia,* and they had 
dealt “correctly” with the national bourgeoisie, adopting the “policy 
of both uniting and struggling, but mainly uniting, with them.” The 
second reason for the Communist victory and the second lesson, 
according to Li, was resorting to armed struggle in the countryside 
“in a semi-colonial and semi-feudal country like China.” In the cities, 
on the other hand, the “policy of lying low” was adopted. It is difficult 
to believe that Li was not speaking for the benefit of Ranadive when 
he added that for a long time the Chinese Communists had adventur¬ 
ously organized offensives, strikes, and even armed struggles in the 
cities and had suffered severe losses as a result. “I myself have 
committed serious mistakes on this question and therefore feel deeply 

* The intellectuals, Li states with remarkable frankness, are frequently "not only 
the initiators and propagandists of an anti-imperialist, anti-feudal ideology, but are 
also frequently vanguards of the revolutionary movement"; that is, Communist 
parties are based on them rather than on the proletariat. 
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about this historical lesson.” The third reason, finally, for victory, 
was, of course, the leadership of the Communist Party. Li, like 
Liu, insists that these lessons be learned: 

A study of these reasons, a study of the experiences and lessons of 
the Chinese revolution, is of great practical significance not only 
to the Chinese workers, but also to every worker abroad, particu¬ 
larly to the workers of the Asiatic countries stiLl under imperialist 
oppression—this is a fact which needs no explanation. 

The Manifesto issued by the Conference 45 also devoted particular 
attention to the united front, including the national bourgeoisie, and 
listed the countries where “armed resistance” was resorted to as “Viet- 
Nam, Malaya, Indonesia, Burma, Philippines and Southern Korea,” 
but not India. Actually, as much Communist-incited and led violence 
was then going on in India as in some of the countries mentioned, but 
it must be recognized that in Communist literature objectively worded 
descriptive statements seemingly diagnosing some fact are often really 
meant to express not what is but what ought to be. One of the 
resolutions of the YVFTU Conference also makes it clear that no one 
method of struggle, including presumably violence, is universally 
applicable throughout Asia: 

The Conference urges the National Trade Union Centres and all 
trade union members: ... In the colonial and semi-colonial countries 
of Asia to take into account local conditions and national character¬ 
istics and use the appropriate methods to achieve people's unity 
in the fight for genuine national independence, for democracy and 
peace, and against the imperialists and their agents. 

For the correct assessment of these methods, valuable lessons may 
be drawn from the experience of tire Chinese people. . . . 40 

To summarize, then, the Peking YVFTU Conference of November 
1949 made the adoption of the Chinese path, that is, of the neo-Maoist 
strategy, mandatory for the Asian Communist parties and defined 
this strategy as the formation everywhere of a broad anti-imperialist 
united front, including parts of the bourgeoisie, but as the employment 
of armed violence only in countries where appropriate, India 
apparently not being among these countries.* 

* One concrete achievement of the Peking WFTU Conference was the organiza¬ 
tion of a WFTU Liaison Bureau for the Asian and Australasian countries with its 
seat in Peking. The secondary literature is full of assertions that this Bureau is 
actually a coordinating center for the Asian or Southeast Asian or Far Eastern 
Communist movements. However, even the most scholarly works making this claim 
provide no supporting evidence for it, e.g., Frankel, op . cit., p. 210; Werner Levi, 
Modem China's Foreign Policy (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1953), 
pp. 326-327. Indeed, there is no known evidence that the Liaison Bureau even 



100 The Shift to the Neo-Maoist Strategy, 1949—1950 

The CPI's and Joshi’s reactions to the Peking WFTU Conference . 
We must now turn to India to see liow the Communist Party there 
reacted to the various clear indications oi Moscow’s turn to the neo- 
Maoist strategy that we have just reviewed. We find, amazingly 
enough, that the CPI under Ranadive’s leadership did not react at 
all. The publication of Liu Sliao-chi’s “Internationalism and Nation¬ 
alism” in Pravda and the meeting of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, 
both in June 1949, were followed by the appearance in July of 
Ranadive’s strongest attacks on Mao and neo-Maoism. Even the clear 
exhortations and warnings of the Peking WFTU Conference were 
ignored by Ranadivc, and none of them was published in the January 
issue of Communist , where one might ordinarily have expected to find 
them. Ranadivc seemed blindly convinced of the correctness of his 
“left” strategy, and was apparently incapable of understanding any 
but the most direct orders from Moscow to abandon it. Even if he had 
understood the various strong hints made in 1949, however, he was 
by now too deeply committed to the “left” strategy to be able to give 
it up without proving many of his rivals within the CPI correct and 
losing power to them, d lius he continued to respond to the growing 
weakness of his position with increased ruthlessness toward his 
intra-Party foes. 

Not all Indian Communists were as blind as Ranadive and his 
Party leadership, however. On January 13, 1950, P. C. Joshi, sus- 

fulfills its avowed purpose of maintaining liaison among the Communist-dominated 
trade unions in Asian and Australasian countries (which are in each case much 
more likely to be run by the local Communist party than by one coordinating 
center), much less that it directs the entire Communist movements of this area. 
Its only known function is the distribution of WFTU and probably other Com¬ 
munist propaganda in the aiea. 

The bureau is often likened to a “Far Fastcrn Com in form” to emphasize its 
character of an agency coordinating and directing Communist movements, but the 
comparison is an apt one only because in the case of the Cominform, too, there is 
no evidence of its placing such a role and, indeed, except for its weekly newspaper, 
of its very existence. See Bernard S. Morris, “The Cominform: A Five Year 
Perspective,” World Politics, V, No. 3 (April 1953) , 369-376. 

Nor can the existence of the WFTU liaison Bureau in Peking be regarded as 
proof of Chinese, as distinguished from Soviet, predominance over Asian Com¬ 
munism. Not only does the area supposedly served by the Bureau include coun¬ 
tries definitely outside the Chinese orbit, such as Australia and New Zealand, but 
the Bureau has a Soviet as well as a Chinese member, and it may receive its orders 
from Moscow as well as from Peking or possibly even from WFTU headquarters in 
Vienna, which is itself, of course, directed by Moscow, rather than Peking. In any 
case, in view of the minor and non-policy-forming functions of the Bureau, no 
conflict is likely to arise between Moscow and Peking over its direction. See also 
footnote on p. 159, below. 
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pended from the CPI for over a year and just then being expelled, 
wrote his “Letter to Foreign Comrades," which he published the 
following May and which shows that he had a clear grasp of the new 
line called for by Moscow. YVc have referred to and quoted this 
interesting document quite frequently in the preceding chapters and 
here merely want to call attention to those of its passages that demon¬ 
strate that it was quite possible for an Indian Communist at this time 
to understand not only the neo-Maoist strategy but also which of its 
elements Moscow considered essential. 

Joshi senses that the neo-Maoist strategy is neither “right" nor 
“left." He acknowledges that the direction of the change made by 
the CPI in December 1917 and at the Second Congress away from his 
own “right" strategy was correct, but says that, while his own 
“mistakes" were like those of the Chinese Communist Party during 
its first united front with the Kuomintang, Ranadive’s we re like 
Li Li-san’s during the following period. 47 Fie says that the Second 
Congress was wrong in condemning the entire bourgeoisie as 
collaborationist. 48 In other words, it was correct to give up the “right" 
strategy of the united front from above with bourgeois groups but 
wrong to substitute for it the “left" strategy of a united front from 
below excluding the entire bourgeoisie. 

Joshi clearly sees what constitutes the greatest weakness ol the “left" 
policy in Moscow’s eyes. Referring to this policy of the CPI, he says 
that “the relative growth of the Indian bourgeoisie consumes up all 
our class hatred" so that the Party has failed to expose the Marshall 
Plan 40 —which, indeed, could not have been of as much importance 
to die Indian Communist Party as w T as the Indian bourgeoisie, but 
(and this is the crucial point) was far more important to Moscow. 
Along the same lines, he also charges that the Party press had failed 
to emphasize imperialist pressures and influences, 00 and that the Party 
did not sec the democratic-national character of the revolution and 
thus did not exploit the appeal to national sentiment. 01 

Joshi is also shrewd enough to understand Moscow's attitude on the 
use of armed violence in India. In general he blames the CPI for its 
failure to popularize and learn from the Chinese Communist Party 
and program and for distorting and misrepresenting the latter. 62 
However, when it comes to the question of armed struggle, he quickly 
turns around and blames the Party for its “demagogy" of referring 
to the Chinese example, calling this a “mechanical transplantation of 
the tactics of a different set-up, ignoring the ‘specific' situation facing 
our country." 53 He charges that the Party considers the victories of 
the Chinese “People's Liberation Army" as “welcome heroism by the 
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Chinese toilers, but Mao's New Democracy was reeking with 
reformism." 64 Joshi thus displays a good grasp of which aspects of 
the neo-Maoist strategy were held applicable in India and which were 
not, and he points out how Ranadive played up exactly the wrong ones. 

Finally, Joshi directly accuses the CPI leadership of deviating from 
the international Communist line, saying that in the past two years 
international Communist developments, including the Chinese Com¬ 
munist victory, show nothing in common with the policy and practice 
of the CPI. 55 He attacks the Party for ignoring Liu's "Internation¬ 
alism and Nationalism," pointing out that it was printed in Pravda , 56 
and for being the only Communist party in the world which had not 
published the Chinese Communists' "Common Program." 67 Having 
devoted thirty pages to a discussion of Ranadive’s mistakes and devi¬ 
ations and their disastrous results for the Party, Joshi turns directly 
to the foreign comrades to whom his letter is addressed, some, if not 
all, of whom, we may be sure, were in the Soviet orbit. He tells them 
that no serious self-criticism can be expected from inside the Party, and 

... therefore, brothers, it is you from abroad who have to act and act 
quick .... International Communism must intervene .... We will 
accept our mistakes when they are authoritatively pointed out to 
us . . . , 68 

Here is an open appeal by a deposed Communist leader directed 
against the present leadership of his party and to what he clearly 
regards as a higher authority, an episode that casts a revealing light 
on the nature of international communism. 

The Cominforrn editorial of January 27, 1950 . The authoritative 
intervention Joshi asked for came within two weeks of the date of his 
letter. Yet we cannot conclude that it was simply the result of 
his letter. During the same period Mao Tse-tung was in Moscow to 
negotiate the Sino-Soviet treaty; it is entirely possible that during his 
visit he, too, called attention to the CPI leadership's anti-Maoism and 
asked or insisted that something be done about it. Rut we cannot 
ascribe the coming intervention by Moscow simply to Mao either. 
Joshi's and—if one was made—Mao's appeals may merely have precipi¬ 
tated this intervention. As we have shown, ever since 1947, when both 
abandoned the "right" strategy, Moscow and the CPI had steadily 
moved apart so that at the very rime, in 1949, when Moscow arrived 
at the adoption of the nco Maoist strategy the CPI leadership reached 
an extreme "left," anti-Maoist position. Once Moscow had become 
aware of this situation, probably some time in the latter half of 1949, 
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some drastic resolution of the difference between the two, naturally 
in favor of Moscow’s position, had become inevitable. 

Moscow’s intervention took the form of an editorial in the Comin- 
form journal 50 camouflaged as a positive statement hailing Communist 
successes in all colonial areas. Necessitated by Ranadive's stubborn 
refusal to be impressed with the message of the Peking WFTU 
Conference, the editorial is substantially no more than a restatement 
of the main points Liu had made there two months earlier, applying 
them in one brief paragraph specifically to India, and, more signifi¬ 
cantly, an endorsement making it clear beyond any doubt that Liu had 
spoken for Moscow as well as Peking. 

The important part of the editorial begins by quoting Liu's 
pronouncement that “the path taken by the Chinese people ... is the 
path that should be taken by the people of many colonial and 
dependent countries in their struggle for national independence 
and people’s democracy.”* Like Liu’s speech, it then proceeds to 
explain that “the experience of the victorious national liberation 
struggle of the Chinese people teaches that the working class must 
unite with all classes, parties, groups, and organizations willing to 
fight the imperialists and their hirelings to form a broad nation-wide 
united front, headed by the working class and its vanguard—the 
Communist Party . .. .” Having thus set forth the generally applicable 
element of the neo-Maoist strategy, it turns to armed struggle, again 
in full agreement with Liu, making it clear by the use of cautious 
limiting phrases that the use of this element of the strategy is not 
appropriate everywhere. “A decisive condition for the victorious 
outcome of the national liberation struggle is the formation, when 
the necessary internal conditions allow for it, of people’s liberation 
armies under the leadership of the Communist Party.” “As the 
examples of China, Viet-Nam, Malaya and other countries show, 
armed struggle is now becoming the main form of struggle of the 
national liberation movement in many colonies and dependent 
countries.” To make quite clear which countries are—and which are 
not—included among these “many” colonies where “the necessary 
internal conditions allow for it,” the editorial briefly lists Vietnam, 
South Korea, Malaya, the Philippines, Indonesia, and Burma as 

* It may be noted that the Cominform joumars version of Liu's speech printed 
four weeks earlier and quoted on page 96, above, had rendered this passage as 
referring to “the peoples of the various colonial and semi-colonial countries . . . 
The alteration made in the present editorial might conceivably be intentional, to 
limit the applicability of neo-Maoism to “many" such countries; but it may also 
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engaging in armed struggle, while in another paragraph India is 
merely mentioned as having been given sham independence. 

There then followed the paragraph of a few lines, quoted here in its 
entirety, which was designed to and did change the course of the 
Indian Communist Party: 

In these conditions, the task of the Indian Communists, drawing 
on the experience of the national liberation movement in China 
and other countries, is, naturally, to strengthen the alliance of the 
working class with all the peasantry, to fight for the introduction of 
the urgently needed agrarian reform and—on the basis of the 
common struggle for freedom and national independence of their 
country, against the Anglo-American imperialists oppressing it and 
against the reactionary big bourgeoisie and feudal princes collabo¬ 
rating with them—to unite all classes, parties, groups and 
organizations willing to defend the national independence and free¬ 
dom of India. 

Brief and ostensibly uncritical as this passage is, it manages to destroy 
the very bases of Ranadive’s “left” policy. Beginning w r ith a reference 
to the Chinese example, but not the Soviet example, it defines the 
objectives of the Communists’ fight as Indian freedom and national 
independence and agrarian reform, but not socialism. The enemies, 
therefore, are foreign imperialism, the feudal princes (apparently not 
even necessarily the feudal landlords), and the “big" bourgeoisie, but 
not capitalism or the entire bourgeoisie. Correspondingly, the 
potential allies of the Communists are “all" classes and elements 
opposed to imperialism and, specifically, “all" the peasantry, not just, 
as Ranadive had held, the urban and rural proletariat, the poor 
peasantry, and some of the petty bourgeoisie. 


III. Tiie Shift of the CPI to the Neo-Maoist Strategy 

The organ of the Coininform, the very organization on whose first 
meeting Ranadive had placed his main reliance in his defiance of Mao 
and neo-Maoism, had now told him to follow the Chinese example and 
the neo-Maoist strategy. His leadership, already weakened by his 
unrealistic and extreme policies, by government suppression, and by 
repeated purges of the Party, was now also publicly deprived of the 
support from Moscow of which he had always felt so sure that he could 
carry out his suicidal policies with persistence and assurance. 


be due to the use of a different translation of Liu’s speech by the writer or of a 
careless translation of the editorial from the Russian into English, as is also 
indicated by the substitution of the word “struggle” for “fight.” 
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Ranadive’s and Joshi’s initial reactions to the Cominform blast . In 
the face of the devastating Cominform editorial, it appears that for 
a few more weeks Ranadive desperately sought to cling to liis authority. 
No statement of self-criticism was forthcoming from him immediately 
upon its receipt. On February 10, two weeks after its appearance, 
Joslii still found it necessary to call the editorial to Ranadive’s 
attention. 00 However, many in the CPI who were dissatisfied with 
Ranadive’s leadership and policies were not slow to recognize the 
weakness of his position. Feeling vindicated by the Cominform 
editorial, they began to give vent to their opposition more openly. 
But Ranadive, as in the past, replied with further dictatorial measures, 
which resulted in a new wave of expulsions and resignations from 
the Party. 01 

If Ranadive still had any hopes of being able to ride out the storm, 
the shrewder Joslii no longer had any doubt that Ranadive’s star was 
waning. On February 10, 1950, he forwarded his “Letter to Foreign 
Comrades” to Ranadive, thus letting him know that a month earlier 
he had appealed to Moscow against the Party’s leadership and over 
its head. His covering letter repeals the same charges, but in sharper 
language and concentrating particularly on Ranadive’s “mistaken 
notion” “that the bourgeoisie as a whole had gone over to imperial¬ 
ism.” 02 Thus he tells Ranadive that “to state as you do, as a general 
principle, that you base your tactics on the contradiction between 
capital and labour, capital and people, and not on contradictions 
within the bourgeoisie ... is anti-Leninist,” o:{ a statement that may 
well have surprised Ranadive, who was a sufficiently old-fashioned 
Leninist to believe that the class struggle was a pretty good general 
basis for Communist tactics. Since Joslii was right and Ranadive 
wrong in interpreting the current Moscow line, this remark throws 
much light on the nature of present-day Communist “theory” in 
general and on that of neo-Maoism in particular. In his letter Joshi 
also blames Ranadive for having ignored various articles appearing 
in the Cominform journal in 1949 and written by leaders of colonial 
and Latin American Communist parties noting and utilizing the role 
of different sections of the bourgeoisie.* 

•Joshi, ‘"Letter to Comrade Ranadive,” Views., p. 39. This is a fascinating 
indication of how a good Communist conceives of Communist strategy as necessarily 
uniform throughout the world in any one period. If, for example, a West African 
or a Guatemalan Communist writes that his party has been cooperating with sec¬ 
tions of the native bourgeoisie in his country, this is considered tantamount to a 
directive to the Indian Communist Party to cooperate with sections of the Indian 
bourgeoisie, although conditions in the various countries may be utterly different. 



106 The Shift to the Neo-Maoist Strategy, 1949—1950 

On February 11, 1950, in a letter to the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of Pakistan, Joshi goes so far as to accuse Ranadive 
of Titoism, then a cardinal sin among Communists, because through 
his policies he had isolated the CPI in the interest of the Indian 
government, he had run the Party dictatorially, and he had ignored 
and withheld international party documents. “I have no doubt in my 
mind that our leadership is Titoite. It is no question of honest 
mistakes." 04 And a week later, on February 18, in a strongly worded 
demand to Ranadive for permission to appeal against his expulsion 
from the Party, Joshi leaves no doubt of his certainty that Ranadive 
is on the way out. Referring to "the break of dawn that is broken 
for our Party with the FLPPD Editorial of 27 January," he contemptu¬ 
ously tells Ranadive: "You can at worst become a dirty and small 
cloud, and that too only for a while, trying to hold back the light 
of the rising sun." 65 

The Politburo statement of February 22, 1950 . Ranadive must, 
indeed, in these weeks have found that his position was becoming 
untenable and that he could not continue in his old way. It is 
characteristic of the different roles of Peking and Moscow in CPI 
affairs that it was one thing for him to ignore Liu’s speech of 
November, but would be quite another to ignore a restatement of that 
speech in the Cominform journal of January. On February 22, 1950, 
Ranadive’s Politburo issued a statement hailing the Cominform 
editorial and admitting some of the CPI’s former errors. But, far 
from being tantamount to his resignation or even a complete surrender 
of his position, it was but another attempt on Ranadivc's part to save 
himself, "to hold back the light of the rising sun," that is, to prevent 
what seems, indeed, to have been as inevitable as the rising of the sun. 

Like its cockier predecessors of 1949, the Politburo pronouncement 
appeared as a statement of the editorial board of Communist 06 in the 
February-March issue of that journal, which reprinted also the Comin¬ 
form editorial, the Manifesto of the Peking WFTU Conference, and 
the speech made there by Liu Shao-chi. The document is a remarkable 
one, demonstrating either that Ranadive was so blinded by his 


Implicit, of course, is the recognition that the West African and Guatemalan Com¬ 
munists have not adopted their policies as an adjustment to conditions prevailing 
in their countries either but as a response to the Moscow line and, second, that no 
article is likely to appear in the Cominform journal that is not setting forth a 
correct application of the current line. Thus any article in that journal, even those 
dealing with far-off countries, is to be studied thoroughly by a good Communist 
leader not only for its general interest but for specific directives applicable to his 
own party. 
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fanaticism as still to be unable to understand fully the import of the 
Cominform editorial or that he was engaging in a desperate gamble 
trying, by subtly reinterpreting the editorial, to gain time and a basis 
for his continuance in power. 

The statement begins with the obligatory acknowledgement of the 
Cominform editorial as “a brilliant contribution,” “a correct lead,” 
and “a timely reminder” 07 to the CPI that it is lagging behind the 
immense possibilities of the revolutionary struggle. But far more 
striking are its efforts throughout at self-justification and its outright 
self-praise on an occasion when self-criticism would obviously have 
been in accordance with Communist etiquette. The statement speaks 
of the “resolute struggles” under CPI leadership that were “assuming 
new and higher forms in many cities and districts” 68 and that indicated 
that the Party was rising to the leadership of the national liberation 
movement; and it still hails the Second Congress as a great step in the 
Party’s life. 69 Seeking to minimize his “mistakes,” Ranadive 
claims that during the past year the CPI had considerable success in 
mobilizing tens of thousands, but that “certain errors in a dogmatist 
and sectarian direction” had prevented the mobilization of tens of 
millions. 70 At the end of his statement, he goes so far as to conclude 
that the Cominform editorial is really supporting him against his 
opponents: he claims that, since the Second Congress, that is, since 
his assumption of power, the “stubborn fight against reformism” had 
unified the ranks of the Party and that the editorial strengthened that 
fight while at the same time correcting sectarian deviations. 71 

Practically every paragraph of the statement confessing an “error” 
begins, in an obvious effort to justify Ranadive’s actions, with a passage 
saying that “in combating the reformists” some correct action was 
taken. In this fashion it is admitted that the Politburo had been 
wrong in not laying its main emphasis on the continuing colonial 
character of India and the consequent anti-imperialist, anti-feudal 
character of the Communists’ fight 72 and in calling the bourgeoisie 
rather than the imperialists the leader of the “imperialist-bourgeois- 
feudal combine.” 73 This is a fundamental theoretical concession, but 
it is not at all clear that Ranadive has wholeheartedly drawn the 
practical consequences, notably on the matter of the inclusion of a 
section of the bourgeoisie in the anti-imperialist front. He speaks 
of the struggles of the “working class, peasantry, and other progressive 
forces, such as the students, democratic youth, women.” 74 He calls 
the most important task advanced in the Political Thesis of the Second 
Congress the formation of the People's Democratic Front, which he 
himself defines as an alliance of the working class, the peasantry, and 
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the urban petty bourgeoisie. 70 Then, after quoting the Cominform 
editorial’s order “to unite all classes . . . ,” he proclaims that this 
People’s Democratic Front of the Second Congress, which was the 
expression of his “left” policy and specifically excluded the entire 
bourgeoisie, would be the basis for the united front demanded by 
Moscow. 76 However, like Balabushevich and Dyakov in the preceding 
year, Ranadive is forced to take the decisive neo-Maoist step, and he 
docs so just as grudgingly as they had done. He admits that the 
Party had failed to distinguish between the big bourgeoisie and other 
sections of the bourgeoisie and to see that some of these “can still at 
one time or other play the role of fellow travellers in the national 
liberation struggle,” although they cannot be regarded as reliable. 77 
The wording is so strikingly similar to that used by Balabushevich 
when he had to fall in line with the neo-Maoist strategy 78 that one 
might suspect that Ranadive had chosen the Balabushevich passage 
to lean on as the least unpalatable Soviet statement on the subject. 
It is also conceivable, however, that the similarity is the coincidental 
result of similar circumstances. 

Striking a theme that will become very important during subsequent 
years, Ranadive states that, in order to draw the broadest masses into 
the front, the peace movement “must become the pivot of the entire 
activity of the Party and mass organizations.”™ Given the broad char¬ 
acter of the Communist “peace” movement, which seeks to appeal to 
all classes, this is clearly not the kind of idea Ranadive would develop 
himself. Although it was not derived from the Cominform editorial 
to which Ranadive here reacted, its source was the Cominform. Its 
very language shows that he is here following a directive that had 
been adopted by the Cominform at its meeting in the second half of 
November in Hungary, which stated: “The struggle for a stable and 
lasting peace, for the organization and consolidation of the forces of 
peace against the forces of war should now become the pivot of the 
entire activity of the Communist Parties and democratic organi¬ 
zations.” 80 

Ranadive’s response to the Cominform editorial’s order to ally “with 
all the peasantry,” that is, to engage in the “class collaboration” for 
which he had condemned the Andhra Committee, is also a rather 
hesitant and reluctant one. In combating the reformists, his statement 
says, the Party had correctly stressed reliance on the agricultural 
workers and the masses of peasants, but it had wrongly lumped the 
rich peasants with the landlords instead of pointing out that the 
Party's slogans represent the interests of the entire peasantry. No 
doubt, he continues, the political influence of the rich peasants must 
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be fought, but, in the interest of the alliance, nationalization of all 
land and expropriation of the rich peasants must not be demanded. 
The reformists would carry this to the point of hindering the “mili¬ 
tant struggles of the peasant masses” since these might alienate the 
rich peasants, but “it is by fighting such deviations that peasant 
struggles have advanced and will advance.” 81 It appears, then, that 
Ranndive is willing to modify only his slogans but not his methods 
in order to attract rich peasant support. 

Quoting Liu’s pronouncement on the Chinese path, Ranadive’s 
statement acknowledges that the Cominform editorial had “drawn 
the pointed attention” of the CPI to the experience of China led by 
the Chinese Communist Party and Mao Tse-tung. He then quotes 
as the two main lessons from this experience the editorial’s passages 
on the broad nationwide united front and on the formation of people’s 
liberation armies, failing to note that one is stated absolutely and 
the other conditionally, and promises that the Party leadership would 
re-examine, in the light of these lessons, all its resolutions, including 
the Report on Strategy and Tactics, that is, the document in which 
Mao had been attacked by name. 82 Perhaps in a belated attempt to 
appease his Andhra rivals or in order to head off their rise to power 
by being equally willing to learn the Chinese lessons, Ranadivc shifts 
his emphasis from urban to rural armed struggle, but there is no 
recognition on his part that both the Peking WFTU Conference and 
the Cominform editorial had considered both urban and rural armed 
struggle as inappropriate for India. Self-satisfied, he states that “the 
resolutions of the Party Centre, correctly repudiating both reformist 
restriction of mass struggles into the confines of peaceful constitution¬ 
alism as well as petty-bourgeois revolutionism advocating so-called 
‘militant* actions without the participation of the masses, have rightly 
laid stress on the supreme importance of combining all forms of 
struggle. . . .” 83 He again quotes the Cominform editorial’s passage 
on the formation of people’s liberation armies, making no further 
comment on it and its condition—“when the necessary internal condi¬ 
tions allow for it.” He thus creates and is probably himself under 
the impression that Moscow had endorsed armed struggle in India, 
despite the fact that, as we have seen, it had clearly avoided doing so 
by speaking of armed struggle in one series of paragraphs mentioning 
a number of other countries and dealing with India in separate para¬ 
graphs not in connection with armed struggle. 

In his statement of February 22, 1950, then, Ranadive tried to 
maintain himself in power by combining the necessary minimum of 
self-criticism with the permissible maximum of self-justification. In 
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effect, he minimized the importance of the Cominform editorial by 
implying that he had substantially been following its policies all along 
and that only relatively minor changes were now required. He there¬ 
fore put his main emphasis on opposition to reformism, that is, to the 
“right” strategy, which he, representing the “left” strategy, and the 
editorial, standing for the neo-Maoist strategy, held in common; and 
he thus sought to create the impression that the editorial was really 
supporting him against his intra-Party opponents. But his most dan¬ 
gerous rivals were not the followers of the “right” strategy, which had 
been discredited ever since the end of 1917. They were the Andhra 
Committee, whom Ranadive had, indeed, also stigmatized as “reform¬ 
ists,” but who were actually neo-Maoists and thus adherents of the 
very strategy the Cominform editorial was propounding. Ranadive 
may thus have intended to turn the neo-Maoist editorial against the 
actual neo-Maoists in his Party. 

In any case, his maneuver failed. Moscow apparently did not accept 
his slight self-criticism as sufficient. It did not reprint his statement 
but remained silent, thus permitting what must have been a bitter 
struggle for the CPI leadership to proceed. Encouraged by Moscow's 
reaction, the Andhra faction, which felt that the Cominform editorial 
meant that its own opportunity to take over the CPI and to take 
revenge on the hated Ranadive was at hand, no doubt pressed forward. 

The Politburo statement of April 6 , 1950, and Joshi’s comments . 
On April 6 Ranadive's Politburo produced another statement. Un¬ 
fortunately, its text is not available to us, and for its contents we must 
rely on a brief and by no means objective report by Joslii. 84 It appears 
that it was another attempt by Ranadive to stay in power by going 
somewhat further in confessing liis sins than he had in his February 
statement. The document admits a Trotskyite deviation in the 
Party’s analysis of the nature of Indian society, the revolution, and 
its strategy. It admits that the CPI had ignored the anti-imperialist 
and anti-feudal nature of the revolution and had attempted to skip 
over the present stage of the revolution and resorted to the strategy 
of a socialist instead of a democratic revolution. 85 But this second 
Politburo statement still speaks of “a period of revolutionary ad¬ 
vance” 86 and proclaims as its chief tactical slogan making the Telen- 
gana way, that is, peasant-based armed struggle on the Chinese 
pattern, India’s “principal way.” 87 It thus clearly demonstrates the 
growing Andhra influence on the Politburo, but we do not know 
whether this emphasis in the statement was forced on Ranadive by 
the Andhra faction against his will or was, on the contrary, adopted 
by him to take the wind out of the Andhra faction's sails. In either 
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case, it is also clear that Ranadive still did not understand that 
armed struggle, even in “the Telengana way/' was not what Moscow 
had called for when it told the CPI to follow the Chinese path. 

Interestingly, as Joshi says, “Comrade Balabushevich’s report is 
copiously quoted to buttress the arguments of the PB." 88 This, no 
doubt, refers to the report Balabushevich delivered in June 1949 to 
the session of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, in which, as wc have 
seen, he placed the greatest emphasis on the Telengana fighting as 
the most important and typical development of the Communists' fight 
in India. 89 It seems as if Ranadive, when he is forced to give up his 
“left" strategy for the neo-Maoist one, almost instinctively turns for 
support to Balabushevich, who had faced the same problem in 1949, 
and that, if he must accept neo-Maoism, he clings to the armed- 
struggle element of the Chinese example, which, while not wholly to 
his liking because of its reliance on the peasantry, is far more accept¬ 
able to him than the detested four-class strategy with its appeal to 
the hated bourgeoisie. Unfortunately for Ranadive, Balabushevich, 
though a Soviet expert on India, was not a firm support to lean on 
in this matter. It is likely that even in the middle of 1949, when 
Balabushevich expressed his approval ol the “'Telengana way," Zhukov 
was more representative of Soviet policy when he mentioned armed 
struggle as applicable only in some Asian countries, not including 
India. 90 At any rate, it is clear that this was the Soviet-approved 
strategy by the end of 1949 and that Balabushevich's emphasis was 
at best out of date by the time Ranadive came to rely on it. 

As we have already noted, Joshi was much more intelligent than 
Ranadive and, as the next chapter will show, than the Andhra Com¬ 
munists in grasping Moscow's wishes on the matter of armed violence. 
In his comments on the April Politburo statement he proves that, 
although the directives of the Peking WFTU Conference and the 
Cominform editorial on this subject were, no doubt intentionally, 
somewhat obscure to the outsider, Moscow was justified in expecting 
a Communist leader, as long as he had some experience in reading 
“international documents" and was not burdened by any strong ideas 
of his own (as no good Communist leader should be), to be able to 
interpret them correctly. 

Joshi, somewhat overstating his case, refers to the Politburo's shift 
of emphasis to Telengana as merely old wine in new bottles, 91 mean¬ 
ing that the wine of violence was now being sold in the neo-Maoist 
instead of the old “left" bottle. He blames the statement for giving 
the impression that the Cominform editorial considered India ripe 
for armed struggle. 
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The Editorial mentions the name of the countries where the 
movement has advanced to that stage and India is not among them, 
and even a cursory reading will show that our country is mentioned 
in a separate scries of paras. ... It of course speaks of the forma¬ 
tion oi liberation army ‘when the internal necessary conditions 
allow for it.’ The PB has not cared to objectively prove that such 
internal conditions exist. 92 

In his critique of the Politburo statement, Joshi continues: “the Peking 
Manifesto is invoked to make Telengana way mandatory in every 
rural area”; and again he gives a lesson to his former colleagues and 
present rivals on how to read Moscow directives, telling them that 
paragraph 11 of this Manifesto lists the countries where armed resist¬ 
ance is going on and that India is not among them. 

Joshi can easily enough accuse Ranadivc, who had been attacked 
by Moscow, for not understanding Moscow directives, but what is he 
to do about Balabushevich, whose voice comes from Moscow and on 
whom Ranadive relied? He solves this delicate problem by saying 
that Balabushevich had merely made simple generalizations about 
India from facts he had obtained from reports in the CPI’s press, and 
that these reports were lies. 93 Thus the Soviet expert is very neatly 
absolved of all guilt, but Ranadivc, who said the same thing, is 
doubly guilty. 

Joshi's comments are also interesting because, seeing Ranadive’s 
strength crumbling after the blast of the Cominform editorial, he 
mercilessly pursues him, undoubtedly both to enjoy his revenge and 
to try to get back into Moscow’s graces himself. Having denounced 
the Politburo statement of February as a shamefaced self-defense, 94 he 
finds that the April self-criticism goes farther but not far enough. It 
only admits that the CPI had not suffic iently emphasized anti-imperial¬ 
ism. It does not confess, as Joshi thinks it should, that the Party had 
objectively worked for imperialism and had strengthened the pro- 
imperialist, pro-feudal forces by hiding the main enemy, Anglo- 
American imperialism. 05 It is typical of Communist thinking that 
any deviation from the “correct” line is, at least “objectively,” tanta¬ 
mount to joining the enemy camp. Joshi was not going to be satisfied 
with any self-criticism by Ranadivc except one confessing such mon¬ 
strous sins as to make it quite impossible for him to remain in power. 

The replacement of Ranadive by the Andhra leadership, May-July 
1950 . Ranadive’s April statement had no more success than his earlier 
one in regaining Moscow's support for him. Thus encouraged, his 
enemies now closed in on him, and this phase of the intra-CPI conflict 
drew to its inevitable conclusion. However, if Joshi had had any 
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hopes that, by virtue of the various anli-Ranadive letters he had 
written and the other activities he had no doubt engaged in ever since 
he realized after the Peking YVFTU Conference which way the wind 
from Moscow was blowing, he would be reinstated as the Party's 
leader, they were doomed to disappointment. He had indeed dis¬ 
played a remarkable ability to understand Moscow’s new neo-Maoist 
line and no doubt would have been quite willing to carry it out. But 
Joshi was, above all, the symbol of the “right" strategy which the CPI, 
like all other Communist parties, had followed in the postwar period 
under his leadership. It was of the utmost importance to make clear 
that the abandonment of Ranadive’s “left" strategy did not mean a 
return to the “right" strategy, that the united front from below was 
not to be replaced by the united front from above with the Congress 
and Socialist Parties, but was to be broadened by the inclusion of 
sections of the bourgeoisie. Ranadivc and Joshi, “left" and “right," 
were both to be out of power, and neo-Maoism, a new strategy diffef- 
ent from both, was to succeed theirs. 

For the past two years the Andhra Provincial Committee of the CPI 
had been the foremost champion of neo-Maoism among the Indian 
Communists. It had also been Ranadive's chief rival and the only 
well-organized opposition to him within the Party, it was therefore 
only natural that power should pass into its hands at this juncture, 
even though it understood the new Moscow line far less perfectly than 
Joshi. During May and June 1950, the Party's Central Committee 
met, “reconstituted" both itself and the Politburo, and replaced Rana- 
dive as General Secretary with Rajeshwar Rao, the leader of the Andhra 
faction. The bitterness of the proceedings can be gathered from a 
resume of them by the new Politburo, 90 which denounces Ranadive 
as “the initiator, executor and dogged defender of the Trotsky-Tito 
type of left-sectarian political line" and accuses him of repudiating 
the Lenin-Stalin teachings on imperialism and the colonial revolution, 
sabotage of the agrarian revolution and armed struggle, suppression 
of inner-Party democracy and poisoning of inner-Party life (this being- 
referred to as Titoist organizational methods), rejection of creative 
Marxism (meaning neo-Maoism) under the slogan “we recognize 
nobody except Marx-Engels-Lenin-Stalin," and deliberate suppression 
of international documents. 

The neo-Maoist views of the Andhra leaders emerged triumphant 
in this document of the newly constituted Politburo. India remained 
a colonial country after three years of formal independence; the main 
enemy therefore was foreign imperialism and native feudalism—not, 
as Ranadive had insisted, the native bourgeoisie. In fact, the “middle" 
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bourgeoisie and its demands for the protection of small industry were 
to be supported, and it was to be included in the united front against 
the Congress. The principal form of struggle would be armed struggle, 
not taking the form of general strikes and armed uprisings based on 
the urban proletariat, which had been favored by Ranadive, but that 
of rural peasant-based guerrilla warfare, which had been proved so 
successful by Mao in China. 

Revealing the acute embarrassment of a party that is forced to follow 
a shifting line imposed on it from the outside, the Politburo r£sum£ 
states quite frankly: “The tradition of our party specially since the 
'People’s War’ period has been to swing like a pendulum from one 
extreme to the other.” 

It is not necessary to write in detail how during the long period 
of 1942 to 1948 every time the Central Committee met it used to 
come out with a resolution beating its breast and saying: “We have 
underestimated this point,” “overestimated that point,” but this 
time “we have correctly estimated all points” and come to a cor¬ 
rect conclusion-only to repeat the same sorrowful tale once again. 
Comrades: In this background of our party history you are perfectly 
justified in feeling sceptical this time also asking, “What is the guar¬ 
antee that this time the Central Committee has chalked out a 
correct path?” 

Party morale and discipline must have been in a sorry state for the 
new leadership to feel that it should bring this question out in the 
open; and what, indeed, was the guarantee that it was correct this 
time? Apparently it could merely promise the comrades that it would 
ensure the functioning of inner-Party democracy and, above all, that 
it would carefully study the international documents, thus in effect 
admitting that changes in line are the result of outside direction. As 
the next chapter will show, this was not a sufficient guarantee, and, 
in the new Politburo’s own words, it had “to repeat the same sorrow¬ 
ful tale once again.” 

A statement of the CPI Central Committee issued on July 19, a full 
half-year after the Cominform editorial had initiated the shake-up, 
officially announced the change in leadership and policy. It was pub¬ 
lished in the Soviet press, 97 thus being given the stamp of approval 
that had been denied to Ranadive’s attempts to remain at the helm. 
The statement, as reported in Moscow, announces the reorganization 
of the Central Committee and the Politburo, the release of Ranadive 
from his duties as General Secretary, and the election of Rajeshwar 
Rao, the leader of the Communist organization of Andhra Province, 
to his post. Although the Moscow version does not show what policy 
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was being given up, it makes the direction of change toward neo- 
Maoism very clear by stating that the CPI would alter its policy to 
develop the movement for agrarian reform and for the national libera¬ 
tion of the country. 

The new policy will be based on the experience of the national 
liberation movement in China. The course China is taking and 
which the countries of Southeast Asia are following is the only 
correct course before our people. 

The Central Committee also proclaimed that it would work for the 
establishment of an “all-national united front headed by the working 
class” against imperialism and, to make matters quite clear, that it 
had adopted a resolution greeting Mao Tse-tung. Its future difficul¬ 
ties with Moscow, which will occupy us in the next chapter, are 
already foreshadowed, however, in the fact that one remark in its 
statement, to the effect that the CPI would rely on a revolutionary 
army of the peasantry, 98 was not reported in the Soviet press. 

The causes of Ranadive's downfall. Thus the “left” period of 
Indian Communism under Ranadive’s rule came to an end. It had 
been a period of almost unmitigated failure for the Party, and had 
resulted in its thorough weakening and disorganization. Yet it was 
not these factors that brought about Ranadive’s downfall. As Borke- 
nau says, “no Communist Party leadership has ever fallen as the 
result of a defeat, however severe, if its loyalties satisfied the men 
who were at the moment victorious in the Russian internal factional 
struggle.” 99 To be sure, Ranadive’s policy had made many enemies 
for him in the Party; but, much as they hated him and saw clearly 
that he was leading the Party to destruction, they could not remove 
him as long as he could claim that he enjoyed the support of Moscow 
and as long as Moscow did not openly contradict him. He could go 
so far as to insult Mao publicly and to ignore Liu’s policy directives. 
But once Moscow spoke out by merely endorsing the latter, all his 
remaining power and his desperate maneuvers could not save him. 

Although the internal situation of the CPI may have weakened 
Ranadive and determined his immediate successor, his fall was clearly 
due to what had become an irreconcilable divergence between the 
strategy he represented and that finally adopted by Moscow. Had 
Ranadive, during the two years when he controlled CPI policy, merely 
concentrated on opposition to the Congress and Socialist parties, that 
is, on a policy of the united front from below, which the “left” and 
neo-Maoist strategies have in common and which all the writers in 
Moscow have clearly favored since 1947, he might have been able to 
switch from the “left” to die neo-Maoist strategy without undue 
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difficulty when Moscow made it clear that it desired the latter. Even 
his use of violent tactics, which are compatible with any of the three 
Communist strategics, during the preceding two years would have 
been no obstacle. But Ranadivc had more and more committed him¬ 
self on the very elements that distinguish the “left” from the neo- 
Maoist strategy—the present stage of the revolution, the nature of the 
main enemy, and the class composition of the enemy and friendly 
camps. On these elements, especially the last-mentioned, there were 
also differences in Moscow in 1947 and 1948; but, unfortunately for 
Ranadivc, whereas his commitment was to the “left” strategy, Moscow 
resolved its differences in favor of the neo-Maoist strategy in 1919. 

There is no doubt that among the factors responsible for Ranadive’s 
extreme and persistent adherence to the “left” strategy was his inflexi¬ 
bility once he had become convinced, in December 1947, that this was 
the strategy required by the Zhdanov speech and that lie enjoyed 
Moscow’s support in pursuing it. lie reached this conviction quite 
easily in view of his probable initial ignorance of the neo-Maoist 
alternative and the fact that there is a strong tradition in favor of 
the “left” strategy in the CPI. Although it was not used during long 
periods be ween 1917 and 1947 and may now never be used again, the 
“left” strategy may, indeed, be regarded as the Communist strategy 
par excellence , as the strategy more congenial to the type of individ¬ 
uals who were likely to become leaders of Communist parties any¬ 
where during the past decades than the “right” strategy of coopera¬ 
tion with other parties, particularly the hated Socialists, or the neo- 
Maoist strategy of appealing for capitalist support. Beginning with 
this attitude, Ranadive was driven further and further to the “left” 
by the logic of the situation in India. Strong governmental reaction 
to his policy of violence certainly tended to radicalize that policy 
further but would not necessarily have been solely responsible for a 
“left” as distinguished from a neo-Maoist orientation. It was, as we 
have seen, opposition to his strategy from within the Party, particu¬ 
larly from the Andhra Committee, that led to Ranadive’s commitment. 

Being engaged in a backward area of India in an armed uprising 
based on peasant support obtained through the appeal of agrarian 
reform, the Andhra Communists had no use for Ranadive’s “prole¬ 
tarian” and anti-capitalist policies, which were in any case a practical 
failure, while their Telengana uprising was at first rather successful. 
They therefore quite naturally interpreted Zhdanov’s call for aban¬ 
donment of the “right” strategy of cooperation with the Congress 
in a neo-Maoist rather than “left” fashion, defining neo-Maoism 
strictly as the strategy and tactics followed by the Chinese Commu- 
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nists. Their main emphasis thus was on opposition to feudalism and 
reliance on the peasantry and on guerrilla warfare, the most striking 
aspects of the Chinese example and the ones most appropriate to their 
own situation, although opposition to foreign imperialism and inclu¬ 
sion of sections of the bourgeoisie in the united front also figured in 
their program. Interestingly enough, it was exactly these latter ele¬ 
ments of Maoism that were stressed by Zhukov, the chief neo-Maoist 
interpreter of the Zhdanov thesis in Moscow, and that were destined 
to emerge as the essential elements of neo-Maoism. 

Goaded by the Andhra opposition into making a theoretical state¬ 
ment of his strategy, Ranadive came out with an uncompromising 
“left" policy, concentrating on Indian capitalism rather than feudal¬ 
ism or foreign imperialism as the main enemy and rejecting all coop¬ 
eration with the upper strata of the peasantry and any section of the 
bourgeoisie, and finally with an attack on the neo-Maoist strategy 
and on Mao himself. Just as the Andhra Communists’ neo-Maoism 
had differed from that of the neo-Maoists in Moscow, so Ranadive's 
“leftism” went much farther than any “left” strategy ever advocated 
in Moscow between 1917 and 19*19. Thus, when in the middle of 
1949 Moscow finally accepted the neo-Maoist strategy, and when it 
subsequently decided to enforce that strategy on the Indian Commu¬ 
nist Party, the CPI under Ranadive could not make a smooth and 
imperceptible shift to it, as had been done by some other Asian 
Communist parties. To be sure, in his Politburo statements of Feb¬ 
ruary and April 1950 Ranadive tried to make such a shift but he had 
become too closely and openly identified w r ith opposition to neo- 
Maoism to remain acceptable to Moscow; his Andhra rivals, who 
considered themselves his legitimate heirs, were quick to take advan¬ 
tage of his weakness. The shift from the “left” to the neo-Maoist 
strategy, which is difficult to detect and identify in the history of 
many Communist parties, thus caused a major upheaval in the Indian 
Party, making the differences between the two strategies crystal clear— 
and thus making the case of the CPI a particularly valuable one for 
a study of the development of Communist strategy. 
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THE SHIFT FROM VIOLENT 
TO PEACEFUL NEO-MAOISM (1950-1951) 


I. Violent Neo-Maoism and the Soviet View in 1950 

As wc have just seen, the new Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of India, now dominated by the faction from Andhra Province, 
clearly proclaimed in its statement of July 19, 1950, its adherence to 
the neo-Maoist strategy. However, while Moscow, through the Peking 
WFTU Conference of November 1919 and the Cominform editorial of 
January 27, 1950, had demanded that the four-class element, but not 
the armed struggle element, of the “Chinese path” be applied in India, 
the Andhra Communists, thoroughly committed to their policy of 
peasant uprisings, felt that all the elements of the Chinese example 
were now to be followed by the CPI. 

CPI statements favoring violent neo-Maoism , June-November 1950 . 
This becomes quite clear in the message of greetings, dated June 30, 
1950, which the new Central Committee sent to the Chinese Commu¬ 
nist Party. Here “the Central Committee gratefully acknowledge the 
invaluable aid rendered by the leadership of the Communist Party of 
China, through their writings and speeches, to our present inner-Party 
discussions.” 1 Without qualification, it is stated of the peoples of 
the colonial world that “they all see in die Chinese revolution the 
model of their own revolutions” 2 and that “the Communist Parties in 
the colonial world are looking upon the Communist Party of China 
as their model.” 3 No doubt is left that the guerrilla warfare of the 
Chinese Communists is part of this model when it is emphasized that 
“the peoples of Viet Nam, Malaya, Burma, Philippines, Indonesia, 
have already taken to this path and other colonial people are going 
to take it,” 4 and that “the brave fighters of Telengana, Andhra, 
Mymensingh, etc., have already shown that the Chinese path is the 
path for India also.” 6 

To get a full picture of the strategy of the Andhra leadership now 
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that it was in control of the CPI we must also turn to two other docu¬ 
ments published by it in the July-August issue of Communist 6 and in¬ 
tended to demarcate sharply its policies from those pursued by the CPI 
under Ranadive’s leadership. Indicating the sources from which the 
new strategy was derived, these documents state that “the Editorial 
Board/’ that is, the CPI leadership, had, since Ranadive’s first self- 
critical statement was made in February 1950, been conducting detailed 
discussions on the Cominform editorial in the light of the Manifesto 
and reports of the Peking WFTU Conference, articles and works of 
Mao Tse-tung, recent articles and speeches of Chinese Communist 
leaders, and documents of the Soviet academicians on the colonial revo¬ 
lutions. 7 As a result, the Editorial Board “has been reconstituted’’; 8 
it has made “a complete turn” and chalked out “the broad lines of the 
new strategy and tactics of the present stage of the Indian revolution, 
which can serve as a basis for achieving unification of the Communist 
movement.’’ 9 The new Editorial Board withdraws Ranadive’s state¬ 
ment of February, saying that it was no honest self-criticism and that 
it took “a self-justificatory position,’’ 10 and withdraws also the four 
articles which set forth Ranadive’s “left” strategy and attacked the 
Andhra Communists' neo-Maoist strategy, which were published in 
1949 and which we discussed in Chapter 3, above. 11 It “requests the 
readers of Communist not to regard those articles as authoritative any 
longer.’’ 1 * 

The new Andhra leadership of the CPI “unreservedly withdraws the 
entire criticisms of Comrade Mao Tse-tung” made in Ranadive’s state¬ 
ment a year earlier and “tenders its deeply felt apologies” 18 to Mao and 
the Chinese Communist Party. To offer these humble apologies must 
have been very pleasing to the Andhra Communists. In doing so they 
were both defending their own position of the past few years and seiz¬ 
ing an opportunity to attack the Ranadive Politburo as being guilty 
of “a criminal violation of the principle of fraternal cooperation among 
Communists of all countries,” of “a base slander,” and of “disrupting 
solidarity of the anti-imperialist democratic front.” 14 The old leader¬ 
ship had “dishonestly pitted the authority of the Nine Communist 
Parties’ Conference against Comrade Mao in order to declare his great 
work as revisionist,” and “went to the length of suggestively mention¬ 
ing the names of Tito and Browder in the same breath as that of Com. 
Mao/’ 16 This attack on Mao had been “one of the most serious of 
the many mistakes committed by the Editorial Board” 16 and “a neces¬ 
sary part of the Trotskyite-Titoite conceptions which dominated the 
mind of the Editorial Board” and which it thought were “the last word 
in the application of Marxist-Leninist theory to the problems of the 
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new stage of the national liberation movement/* 17 The Ranadive 
leadership is also accused of having “distorted Zhdanov’s report and 
turned a blind eye to the valuable articles of the brother Parties,” 18 
of slanderous criticism of brother Communist parties in the article on 
Revisionism, and failure to publish articles by Chinese Communist 
leaders in Communist. It is accused of suppression of the Peking Man¬ 
ifesto, of delay in the publication of the Cominform editorial, 19 and 
of having “remained deaf to the clarion call of the Peking Conference” 
until finally roused by the Cominform editorial. 20 

In setting forth its own strategy, the new Andhra leadership of the 
CPI repeatedly refers to the document of the Andhra Provincial Com¬ 
mittee of June 1918, which we have discussed earlier, 21 and concur¬ 
rently attacks Ranadive for not having adopted its proposals. It thus 
presents us with another summary of the differences between the “left” 
and the neo-Maoist strategies, this time from the neo-Maoist point of 
view. We now find that, although he had made ample use of quota¬ 
tions from Lenin and Stalin, Ranadive “threw overboard all the teach¬ 
ings of Lenin and Stalin on imperialism and colonial revolutions, 
produced a full-fledged Trotskyite thesis of one stage revolution.” 22 
The Andhra leadership, following the Chinese model, on the other 
hand, proclaims that the New Democratic Revolution is one of all anti¬ 
imperialist classes culminating in the People’s Democratic Dictatorship. 
Only this paves the way for the second stage of the revolution, the 
building of a socialist society. They point out that Mao had warned 
against uniting the two stages—that is, against the Trotskyite theory of 
a single revolution. 23 This “left” theory of a one-stage revolution had 
led the CPI to ignore imperialism and feudalism as its main enemies 
and, instead, to regard the entire bourgeoisie as such. “The Editorial 
Board negated the anti-imperialist, anti-feudal, and national libera¬ 
tions character of the present stage of the revolution in India.” 24 It 
had made an analysis of the agrarian question denying the dominance 
of feudal relations, 20 and “systematically neglected and disrupted the 
developing of the anti-feudal struggle of the peasantry.” 26 Lastly, the 
former leadership is charged with having stuck dogmatically to its “left- 
opportunist” conception that the entire bourgeoisie had gone collabora¬ 
tionist, refusing to see that the imperialist-big bourgeois-landlord 
combine injured the interests of sections of the middle bourgeoisie. 27 
To support this charge the new leadership quotes at length the passage 
from Maslennikov’s report to the Soviet Academy of Sciences, which 
we have quoted above, 28 and it stresses that the task of bringing the 
middle bourgeoisie into the common front is a very important one 
for the final victory. 29 
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There is hardly a page in the two statements of the new leadership 
that does not hail Mao's New Democracy or the experience of the 
Chinese Communists as containing “the most valuable lessons for the 
proletariat and the Communist parties in India and the other colonial 
countries.” 30 Following Mao’s “The Dictatorship of People's Democ¬ 
racy," this Chinese experience is defined in terms of three factors, the 
party, the army, and the united front; and it is then claimed that 
the Cominform editorial “emphasized exactly these main lessons of the 
rich experience of the Chinese revolution." 31 As we have seen, how¬ 
ever, the Cominform editorial definitely did not emphasize the use of 
an army for the Indian Communists. Similarly, Mao is quoted as sum¬ 
ming up the essence of the Chinese experience when he said: “In China 
without armed struggle there will be no place for the proletariat, no 
place for the people, no place for the Communist Party and no victory 
for the revolution,” 32 and this is followed by a long quotation from 
Mao on the need to turn backward remote rural areas into military, 
political, economic, and cultural revolutionary strongholds. 33 Such 
may indeed have been the essence of Communist experience in China, 
but the Andhra leaders were wrong in regarding it as the essence of 
what was now known as the “Chinese path," that is, the neo-Maoist 
strategy. Since it apparently never occurred to them to distinguish 
between a particular Chinese tactic and the neo-Maoist strategy, they 
were following the former as rigidly as the latter. Thus, in a policy 
statement of November 15, 1950, quoted by the Indian Home Minister 
to Parliament, the Politburo is reported to have proclaimed: “Finally 
it is necessary to clearly grasp the truth that the armed struggle has 
become the principal form of struggle in the present agrarian revolu¬ 
tionary stage that our national liberation movement has grown to." 34 

The new leaders of the CPI from Andhra were undoubtedly trying 
hard to follow the new line, but their background and policy commit¬ 
ments prevented them from understanding exactly what was expected 
of them by Moscow, and they were not entirely successful in fulfilling 
the promise implied in the conclusion of their statement: 

The warning voice of the editorial of the organ of the Informa¬ 
tion Bureau and the clarion call of the Peking Conference of Trade 
Unions of Asia and Australasia have awakened us. The leadership 
and the ranks of our movement are now engaged in a mighty col¬ 
lective effort to correct the past Left-opportunist mistakes, to sharpen 
and finalize our understanding of the new political line in the light 
of self-criticism. . . . 36 

Further disintegration of the CPI. To repair the disorganization 
and low state of morale in the CPI inherited after the two long years 
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of Ranadive’s dictatorial misrule would in any case have been a difficult 
task for the new leadership. As it developed, its policy seemed designed 
to aggravate rather than to overcome these difficulties, for, at a time 
when not only Ranadive's tactics of throwing bombs in large cities 
but also the Andhra Communists’ guerrilla tactics in Telengana had 
substantially failed, it continued Ranadive’s emphasis on violent 
methods, although shifting their focus entirely from urban to rural 
areas. The new Andhra leaders of the CPI thus had to contend with 
the opposition not only of the adherents of Ranadive’s tactics of urban 
violence, whom they had just replaced, but also of all those who favored 
a return to peaceful tactics, including both Joshi and those leaders in 
the large northern cities who sought to base Communist strength 
largely on the trade unions. The Andhra leaders’ efforts to spread 
guerrilla warfare from Telengana to other areas therefore created 
further factionalism and deterioration of morale in the CPI, with the 
difficulties apparently centering on discussions of the nature and future 
of the Party’s activities in Telengana. Thus a Politburo circular of 
December 16, 1950 noted a strong trend in the CPI “casting doubts 
on Andhra partisan actions whether they are in the nature of indi¬ 
vidual terrorist actions.” 30 

Within a few months after Rajeshwar Rao’s and the Andhra Com¬ 
mittee’s assumption of power, the Party had been reduced to such 
a state that the Politburo, in a circular dated September 16, 1950, 
declared: 

A state of semi-paralysis leading to lack of mass activities is now 
a general picture inside the Party, though exceptions are also there. 
Since the last CC meeting in May, the inner Party crisis has further 
accentuated and it has assumed the most acute form leading to 
organizational deadlocks and extreme financial crisis at all levels of 
the Party organization. 37 

The only way out the leadership could suggest was the convening of 
a Party congress; and it stated that preparations for it were in progress 
—although, as we shall see, such a congress was not to meet until over 
three years later. It appears that, unlike Ranadive, who had by strong 
measures managed to maintain himself in power in spite of his Party’s 
disintegration and had to be removed by foreign intervention, Raje¬ 
shwar Rao was on the verge of losing control over the Party. In a 
situation of this sort the eyes of all the factional leaders undoubtedly 
turned to Moscow. So, therefore, must ours. 

The absence of advice from Moscow, June-November 1950 . It has 
become clear by now that although Moscow had succeeded, a year after 
it had itself wholly accepted the neo-Maoist strategy and half a year 
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after it had declared its use to be obligatory for all Asian Communist 
parties, in imposing it on the CPI, it had not succeeded in getting the 
CPI to follow that particular tactic of the neo-Maoist strategy desired 
by Moscow. Both the intra-Party situation, which had made it almost 
inevitable that the Andhra faction would fall heir to Ranadive's power, 
and Moscow's tendency to express its wishes in rather obscure language 
were undoubtedly important factors explaining this continued differ¬ 
ence between the CPI and Moscow on the use of violence. 

Since Ranadive and the “left" strategy lost power in the CPI, adher¬ 
ence to the essential element of the neo-Maoist strategy, the inclusion 
of a section of the bourgeoisie in the united front, has not been an 
issue between Moscow and the CPI. Its advocacy in Moscow need 
therefore no longer be traced but may be taken for granted without 
any further emphasis on our part. 38 Having completed the treatment 
of the principal subject of our investigation—the shift of Moscow and 
consequently of the Indian Communist Party to the new strategy of 
world Communism with its appeal to the capitalists—we now have to 
trace the adjustment of the CPI’s tactics in accordance with Moscow's 
wishes. 

As has often been true of its relations with the CPI, Moscow seemed 
to be in no hurry to clarify its own policy and to impose it on the CPI. 
It appears that in the case of a Communist party like the Indian, whose 
immediate usefulness to Soviet objectives is in any case limited, Moscow 
prefers to assume a minimum of responsibility for its guidance and is 
quite content to let the factional struggle take its course, intervening 
only when the party’s policy becomes quite incompatible with Moscow's 
and even then just to the extent necessary to make it move in the right 
direction again, but not giving it specific instructions as to exactly what 
is desired. Thus, beyond the purely negative guidance on the use of 
violence in India provided by the Peking WFTU Conference and the 
Cominform editorial, little seemed to be forthcoming from Moscow 
on that subject, perhaps simply because Moscow did not feel strongly 
enough about it, perhaps because it hoped that the intra-CPI develop¬ 
ments would force matters in the proper direction anyway.* 

* At the time the Andhra Committee replaced Ranadive in the CPI leadership, 
there even appeared an editorial in the Cominform journal which—perhaps because 
the writer very carelessly listed a fact simply because it was a fact though not a 
desired one, perhaps because he was of the same persuasion as Balabushevich and 
Dyakov at the time of their reluctant conversion to neo-Maoism in 1949—listed 
armed struggle “in a number of districts in India" along with other Asian coun¬ 
tries where Communists were engaging in warfare and stated that “in the present 
conditions, as shown by the experience of China, armed resistance to the imperialist 
plunderers is the most effective form of the national liberation movement in 
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A warning against violent neo-Maoism from Peking, June 1950 . A 
statement that may well have been intended as a directive to the CPI 
appeared at the time of the Andhra Committee’s assumption of the 
Party’s leadership in the Chinese Communists’ chief organ, in the form 
of a reply to a reader from the editor. Undoubtedly to indicate its 
significance, and probably to make it available to the Indian Commu¬ 
nists, it was reprinted in the Chinese Communist English-language 
periodical. 39 After dealing with Communist peasant warfare in China, 
this statement declares that this characteristic of the Chinese revolution 
“can under certain historical conditions become the common charac¬ 
teristic of all revolutions of other colonial and semi-colonial coun¬ 
tries.’’ 40 It then quotes from Liu Shao-chi’s opening address to the 
Peking WFTU Conference on the desirability of armed struggle on 
the part of “many colonial and semi-colonial peoples” and from the 
Cominform editorial of January 27. It proceeds to quote a statement 
made by Ranadive, identifying him as the General Secretary of the 
CPI, fully accepting the conclusions of this editorial and the lessons 
of the Chinese Revolution as an infallible compass for the CPI. Hav¬ 
ing thus sharply focused on India a discussion that began as one of 
armed struggle in general and the Chinese Civil War in particular, the 
article makes this statement on the applicability of the Chinese exam¬ 
ple, which it had just quoted the CPI as accepting wholeheartedly: 

Armed struggle against imperialist aggression is essential for the 
liberation of many colonies and semi-colonies. But the time and 
place for conducting this kind of revolutionary armed struggle must 
be decided according to concrete conditions. It can by no means 
be conducted in any colony or semi-colony at any time without the 
necessary conditions and preparations. 41 

Just as Ranadive had had the rug pulled out from under him by an 
editorial in the organ of the Cominform, on which he had relied in 
the defense of his “left” strategy, so the Andhra Communists are here 
told by the chief organ of the Chinese Communist Party, to whose 
example they constantly referred in justifying their policy of rural 
violence, that this policy is not a necessary part of the Chinese example. 
The immediate effect, however, was not the same. For, although the 
Andhra Communists looked to Peking for their example, they appar¬ 
ently looked quite as much as the other Indian Communists to Moscow 

colonial countries.” Editorial, “The Peoples of the Colonial and Dependent 
Countries in the Struggle against the Warmongers,” For a Lasting Peace , for a 
People's Democracy!, May 19, 1950, p. I. However, the acknowledged quality of a 
directive of the Cominform editorial of January 27 or the pronouncements of the 
Peking WFTU Conference cannot be attributed to such a remark. 
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for their directives. The editorial in Moscow’s Cominform journal had 
brought almost immediate results; the editorial in Peking’s People’s 
Daily was, ignored. It brought forth no self-critical statements, let 
alone the fall of the Andhra leadership. As wc have seen, that leader¬ 
ship continued to propound and pursue its policy of violent neo- 
Maoism for several months, although its position was at least as weak 
in the latter half of 1950 as Ranadive’s had been in the early part of 
that year. 

Palme Dutt’s open letter in favor of peaceful neo-Maoism, December 
1950. When, by the end of 1950, the situation within the CPI had 
gone from bad to worse, advice from the West finally arrived. It was 
in the form of a reply to questions on India, dated December 20, by 
the British Communist expert on India and the CPI’s old guide, Palme 
Dutt. 42 For the first time some positive guidance was now provided as 
to how the CPI was expected to implement Moscow’s year-old directive 
to adopt the four-class strategy, a task which the Party had obviously 
shown itself to be incapable of fulfilling by its own devices. Its forms 
of struggle, Dutt advises the CPI, may vary from the collection of sig¬ 
natures and the holding of meetings and demonstrations to local lim¬ 
ited mass struggles such as strikes and campaigns on special issues, 
“reaching to the highest forms of popular struggle” wherever the con¬ 
ditions are ripe. The term “highest forms of struggle” always refers 
to armed struggle, although the latter phrase is not used by Dutt. 
However, in sharp contrast to the CPI's Andhra leaders, who placed 
their main emphasis on armed violence in rural areas, Dutt continues: 
“It is evident that the present paramount task is the initial mobiliza¬ 
tion of mass support and activity on the most elementary issues, the 
development of working class unity, the promotion of the alliance of 
the working class and the peasantry, and the building of the peace 
movement and the broad democratic front.” Here we have a listing 
of objectives the CPI has been pursuing since 1951 and one that omits 
armed violence as of no applicability at the present time. 

Palme Dutt's statement is particularly emphatic on the need for a 
broad united front and a strong peace movement. To make the forma¬ 
tion of the Democratic Front a reality, Dutt suggests that its program 
not be laid down beforehand by one section (meaning the Communist 
Party) and imposed on the others or made a condition of their coopera¬ 
tion, but that the program be simple and concrete and, at the outset, 
be limited to a few points corresponding to the real wishes of the 
masses. In his stress on the peace movement, Dutt opened up a new 
perspective to the CPI, revealing that Moscow was now beginning to 
appreciate the fact that Nehru's neutralist foreign policy at times, in 
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effect, aided Soviet foreign policy objectives. Ever since the abandon¬ 
ment of the “right*' strategy in Moscow in the middle of 19*17 and in 
India at the end of that year, both Moscow and the CPI had virulently 
denounced the Nehru government and all its works. They had in par¬ 
ticular again and again “unmasked” its “third path” foreign policy 
as merely hiding its subservience to Anglo-American imperialism, im¬ 
plying that only two paths were possible, each leading straight to one 
of Zhdanov's two “camps.” Now, however, Dutt proclaims that the 
“indications of a divergence, even though still hesitant and limited, 
of Premier Nehru . . . from the reckless aggressive war policy . . . are 
a very important development.*' “Supporters of peace in India, while 
welcoming every step towards disentanglement of India from the 
Anglo-American war-bloc, will press forward with unsparing vigour 
for the further steps which are necessary in order that India shall fulfill 
a firm and consistent peace policy.” Thus the CPI was to remain 
opposed to the Nehru government-there was no thought of replacing 
the united front from below with a united front from above with the 
Congress—but to welcome those of its steps that moved in the direction 
of “peace,” that is, were favorable to Moscow objectives.* 

II. The Shift of the CPI to Peaceful Neo-Maoism 

Central Committee meeting of December 1950: The ascendance of 
peaceful neo-Maoism. In December 1950, the month in which Dutt 
wrote his open letter, the CPI's Central Committee met. We do not 
know whether the Dutt letter was available to it at that time and 
cannot be sure that it would, in any case, have been considered as 
authoritative as a direct Moscow statement. Certainly no immediate 
self-critical statement was forthcoming from the CPI leadership, and 
the divisions within the Party persisted. Nevertheless, the effect of the 

# Correspondingly, as we shall see, the Communist-led "peace” movement was to 
differ from the Communist-led “national liberation” movement in that it could 
include people who differed with the CPI on some issues. The CPI was now 
placed in a somewhat ambiguous situation which, being essentially incompatible 
with its totalitarian creed of naturally dividing the world and all its people into 
black and white (or red) camps, has plagued it to the present day. Indeed, gen¬ 
erally speaking, the relation of the party to the peace movement has been the chief 
internal problem of Communist parties everywhere in recent years. 

M. R. Masani summarizes at some length, unfortunately without indicating its 
source, another letter sent during this period by Palme Dutt to the CPI. Its con¬ 
tents do not seem to differ substantially from those of Dutt’s open letter discussed 
above, but it is far more explicit in its emphasis on the essential characteristics of 
the neo-Maoist strategy and on the necessity of abandoning the use of armed 
Violence for the present. Masani, The, Communist Party of India, pp. 109-111. 
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new line, whether it had been received through Dutt's letter or other¬ 
wise, was dearly visible in the decisions of the Central Committee. 
The intra-Party situation was apparently such that the leadership could 
not hope to conceal the existence of factional divisions. A commu¬ 
nique of the Party's central headquarters 43 openly announced that it 
had not been possible “to thrash out the main political differences and 
evolve an agreed political line” and that “differences on vital tactical 
issues have yet to be resolved." Final decisions would be taken by a 
Party congress that “will be convened as soon as possible to work out 
the political line ol the Party.” 

This Central Committee meeting marked the end of the short and 
turbulent period of the Andhra Committee’s undivided rule over the 
CPI. Although, as the communique expressly noted, Rajeshwar Rao, 
the Andhra leader, continued as General Secretary, the Central Com¬ 
mittee was enlarged and the Politburo once again reconstituted in 
order, it was claimed, to represent all major trends in the Party. In 
reality this reshuffle indicated the admission to power of the faction 
in the Party standing for peaceful neo-Maoism, which must have con¬ 
sisted in part of former adherents of the “right” strategy, but not the 
return of any advocates of Ranadive's “left” strategy. In a special 
resolution the Central Committee invited the “very large number of 
comrades . . . suspended or expelled from the Party on the basis of 
llimsy or baseless charges” during Ranadive's regime to rejoin the 
Party, 44 and it also granted Joslii's request for a retrial, while at the 
same time setting up a commission to inquire into the conduct of 
Ranadive and bring charges against him. 45 It is interesting to note 
that the followers of both violent and peaceful neo-Maoism were now 
sharing power, an arrangement inconceivable when the shift from 
the “right” to the “left” and from the “left” to the neo-Maoist strategy 
took place. This situation indicates that differences in the Party over 
the use of violent or peaceful tactics are not so deep as differences on 
strategy. 

In a compromise between the adherents of the new peaceful neo- 
Maoist tactics emphasized by Dutt and the adherents of the old violent 
tactics of the Andhra Communists, the Central Committee agreed on 
the one hand, to redouble the Party's efforts in the peace campaign and 
in the creation of labor unity and a broad united front of all “left” 
parties and, on the other hand, “to make every effort to popularize 
the cause of the heroic peasants of Telengana and other areas who are 
waging a glorious struggle for land and freedom.” 40 However, the new 
tactics were in the ascendancy already, for little seems actually to have 
been said about Telengana, while a special resolution was passed “On 
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United Front.'' 47 It begins with the typically neo-Maoist assertion, to 
which Ranadive used to object so strongly, that the acquisition of inde¬ 
pendence by India had changed nothing, that foreign imperialism 
therefore remained the main enemy, and that the Congress was sub¬ 
servient to the imperialists and to “foreign capitalists and Indian big 
business, princes, landlords." Having thus defined the enemies as 
not including the entire bourgeoisie, it opposes to them in equally 
good neo-Maoist fashion the “united revolutionary struggle by all 
anti-imperialist classes, sections, parties and groups." That the Con¬ 
gress is not considered one of these anti-imperialist parties is obvious; 
and the Socialist Party leadership, too, is denounced as supporting 
imperialism. To these two large parties the CPI is to have typical 
united front from below relations, and it is even stated that united 
front relations are to be established with the anti-imperialist rank and 
file of the Socialist Party. 

United fronts from below and from above . Palme Dutt had been 
thinking primarily in terms of such a united front from below, of win¬ 
ning mass support away from the other parties by means of a simple 
concrete program appealing to people’s immediate needs. The most 
striking aspect of the new Central Committee's resolution on the 
united front, however, is that it clearly conceives of this united front 
primarily in terms of one from above, of “top alliances" with what it 
calls the “left" parties—small non-Congress, non-Socialist Party groups 
more or less sympathetic to the Communists—and that it wants to estab¬ 
lish united action among these parties on the basis of a common pro¬ 
gram emphasizing such by no means elementary and immediate issues 
as a Democratic People's Government, confiscation of all foreign capi¬ 
tal and landlord’s holdings, etc. It proclaims that the “left" parties, 
including the CPI, had in the past often been guilty of a sectarian 
approach and that this disunity must now be ended. The first step 
in the establishment of unity among all anti-imperialist classes, par¬ 
ties, groups, and organizations is the united front between “left" 
parties. While this is in no sense a return to the “right" strategy of 
a united front from above with the Congress and the Socialists and 
is, in fact, part of the united front from below against these parties, 
since the “left" parties are largely splinters that seceded from them, 
the preference of the CPI leadership for the approach “from above" 
to these small “left" parties rather than an approach “from below" to 
the rank and file of the large parties is noteworthy. To some extent 
it may be due to the fact that at that time former adherents of the 
“right" strategy of the united front from above were regaining some 
influence in the Party, and the “left" strategy of the united front from 
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below associated with Ranadive was thoroughly discredited. The 
main reason for the preference is more likely to have been that it 
appeared easier to the CPI leadership to expand its power by means 
of deals with the leaders of various splinter groups than by making 
an effective appeal directly to the people. 

The peace movement and its difficulties. Emphasis on the “peace” 
movement, just as on the “Democratic Front/’ became very prominent 
in the CPI after the policy change, indicated by Dutt’s letter, at the 
end of 1950. By early 1951 “peace” had become the major theme of 
the Party’s weekly newspaper Cross Roads , in which far more space 
was devoted to the peace movement than to the CPI itself. At the end 
of March it was officially announced that the paper would change its 
appeal in accordance with the new line. 48 Apparently referring not 
only to the more distant past under Ranadive but also to the more 
immediate past under Andhra leadership, the announcement stated 
that “everywhere our voice was muflled and gagged by a narrow sec¬ 
tarian outlook,” but now “the New Crossroads . . . will be the voice 
of ALL sections in that democratic front, and not the voice of any one 
section or group . . . [andj will be devoted above all to the cause of 
Peace.” The Communist Party newspaper, having thus characterized 
itself as sectarian because it had been the voice of the Communist 
Party, now promises to introduce such features as humor, art, cinema, 
short stories, sports, and household hints as well as a feature page 
on Asia.* 

Just as Palme Dutt had done in December, so the CPI discovered in 
January that Nehru was not a lackey of imperialism after all, and that 
it would be wise from the Communist point of view to encourage 
rather than “unmask” his neutralist foreign policies. Reporting on 
the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Conference, 49 Cross Roads states 
approvingly: “Pandit Nehru has taken a firm and forthright stand on 
the steps necessary to ensure world peace”; he “forcefully demanded 
recognition of People’s China and its inclusion in the United Nations” 
and “promotion of world peace by cooperation with the Soviet Union.” 
The report speaks of India’s “present independent peace stand” and 
urges Nehru to “break with these mercenaries of the dollar” and strike 
a blow for peace. Three weeks later this remarkable change in the 
CPI’s attitude was made official in a statement of the Central Com¬ 
mittee saying that “The Communist Party of India welcomes the forth¬ 
right refusal of Prime Minister Nehru ... to associate India with the 

* Another event closely related to the growing emphasis on the peace movement 
is the formation, during the same period, of a China-India Society in Calcutta. 
“Calcutta Heralds: China-India Society," Cross Roads, March 2, 1951, p. 4. 
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American plan to unleash a third world war on Asian soil by branding 
People's China as an aggressor.” 50 That there was opposition to this 
new attitude in a party that had regarded Nehru as its chief opponent 
during the past three years is obvious. It is clear from an article by 
the editor of Cross Roads 51 referring those who continue to say that 
Nehru is a puppet of imperialism to a number of his actions, including 
those in favor of peace in Korea and of the admission of Communist 
China to the 13. N. and those in opposition to rearmament and the 
atom bomb. “Nehru’s peace role” is to be understood and appreciated 
—although it is pointed out that the Party is not blind to his “reac¬ 
tionary” home policy or to such “danger signals” in his foreign policy 
as India’s continued membership in the Commonwealth and Nehru’s 
silence on Malaya and Vietnam. 

We have already alluded to the difficulties entailed in the sponsor¬ 
ship of a supposedly broad and non-partisan peace movement by a 
Communist party. These are graphically illustrated by resolutions on 
the “Misuse of the Peace Platform,” adopted by the preparatory com¬ 
mittee of the Second National Peace Congress at New Delhi, March 
3-4. 1951, which indicate that there was a tendency on the part of 
CPI members to regard the peace movement as but another Communist 
Party organization. The committee, it was reported, 02 took serious 
note of two types of mistakes made by certain peace committees. The 
first of these was the use of the peace platform for purposes other than 
that of peace between nations. Such use must be avoided, for “on our 
platform w r e want all who believe in peace irrespective of where they 
stand on other issues”; it must not become the platform for any one 
party. The discussion of issues other than peace will alienate some 
people. The second mistake is that of passing resolutions that go 
beyond the agreed views of all elements in the Indian peace move¬ 
ment 53 and represent the viewpoint of only a section, however large.* 
Specifically, not all Communist Party resolutions must find their way 
to the platform of peace committees. The hope is then expressed that, 
armed with these resolutions on the Misuse of the Peace Platform, the 
peace movement can really widen into a movement embracing millions 
of all shades of opinion. In fact, however, as we shall see, the Party 
found it necessary to continue, on the one hand, to warn its members 
against “sectarianism” in relation to the peace movement and, on the 

* This is illustrated by the following example: all agree on peaceful settlement 
in and withdrawal of foreign troops fiom Korea, and a large majority feel that the 
Americans were the aggressors in the Korean War. This latter view should not 
be embodied in peace resolutions, since it w r ould alienate some of those already in 
the movement as well as potential future followers. 
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other, to make that movement palatable to them, even though non- 
Communists were in it and it was not revolutionary. 54 

The CPI Program of April 1951 and the 1951 May Day Manifesto . 
In April 1951 the Communist Party of India published a new Pro¬ 
gram. 55 It is not surprising that, at this late date, it is a thoroughly 
neo-Maoist document. It attacks the Indian government for protect¬ 
ing foreign capital, the landlords, and the princes and for being sub¬ 
servient to and dependent on British imperialism. It characterizes 
the present stage of the Indian Revolution and the revolutionary forces 
in typically neo-Maoist fashion when it says that the 

. . . Communist Party is not demanding the establishment of Social¬ 
ism in our country. In view of the backwardness of the economic 
development of India and of the weakness of the mass organizations 
of workers, peasants and toiling intelligentsia, our Party does not 
find it possible at present to carry out socialist transformations in 
our country. But our Party regards as quite mature the task of 
replacing the present anti-democratic and anti-popular Government 
by a new Government of People’s Democracy, created on the basis 
of a coalition of all democratic anti-feudal and anti-imperialist forces 
in the country. 

The bourgeoisie takes its place among these forces. It is listed, along 
with the workers, peasants, and the petty bourgeoisie, as a victim of 
the government’s policies: '‘Even the industrialists, manufacturers, and 
traders are hit by the policies of this Government which is totally in 
the grip of monopoly financiers, landlords, and princes and their for¬ 
eign British advisers.” And, along with the other classes, the native 
bourgeoisie is appealed to in the new Program by the inclusion of a 
plank for the protection of national industries against foreign com¬ 
petition. How the Party envisaged its united front to be one from 
below directed against the Congress and the Socialist Party, and how 
workers and capitalists—the antagonists of the Marxian class struggle- 
are, under the neo-Maoist strategy, to be united by the Communist 
party, are made very clear by a passage in the CPI’s May Day Mani¬ 
festo, published almost simultaneously with the new Program. After 
referring to those socialists who oppose their anti-Communist leaders, 
it says: “The Party desires to declare on this May Day that it will be 
its sincere endeavour to unite all these Socialists, other Leftists, honest 
Congressmen, and above all, the lakhs of workers, peasants, middle 
classes, intellectuals, non-monopoly capitalists and other progressives 
in a mighty Democratic Front.” 56 

The Statement of Policy of April 1951. Being directed to the general 
public, both the Party’s Program and the May Day Manifesto state its 
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opposition to the government and set forth its own general objectives, 
but not the methods by which these latter are to be attained. In other 
words, these two documents are based on the general neo-Maoist 
strategy, on which the CPI leadership was agreed, but arc silent on 
the question of the use of violence, on which the leadership had been, 
as recently as December 1950, deeply divided. However, we have seen 
how, since that split was openly acknowledged at the December meet¬ 
ing of the Central Committee, the new tactics of emphasis on the peace 
movement and a broad united front had pushed aside the old ones of 
peasant guerrilla warfare. Without the aid of a Party congress, which 
in December had been regarded as the only way to resolve the differ¬ 
ences, but no doubt with the aid of Palme Dutt’s letter and possibly 
other new hints from Moscow and perhaps from Peking as well as a 
restudy of old hints, the CPI leadership was by April 1951 sufficiently 
consolidated around the Moscow line to tackle the problem of tactics 
openly.* It did this in a Statement of Policy S7 issued by the Politburo 
and designed expressly to deal with the methods by which the objec¬ 
tives of the Party's new Program were to be achieved. This Statement 
marks the defeat of the policy of violent neo-Maoism sponsored by the 
Andhra Communists and the final victory of the policy of peaceful neo- 
Maoism, which was to be in effect during the following years. It is 
thus the last one of the many fundamental CPI documents analyzed 
in this book as marking the shifts in the Party’s line and, like the 
others, is worthy of some detailed attention. 

As is necessary for a party which changes its line as frequently as 
the CPI, the Statement, like many of its predecessors, first of all dis¬ 
tinguishes the new policy from the old ones, in this case both from 
Ranadive’s “left” strategy, discarded only a year earlier, and especially 
from the even more recent violent tactic of the Andhra Communists’ 
neo-Maoism: 

After the Second Party Congress, differences and controversies 

arose inside the Party about the path that the Indian revolutionary 

# According to one report—for or against which we have no evidence—the Mos¬ 
cow line was imposed on and agreement on it was reached among the CPI leader¬ 
ship through an “underground" trip to Moscow early in 1951 of four CPI leaders, 
including General Secretary Rajeshwar Rao, who represented the Andhra faction 
standing for rural violence, S. A. Dange, the foremost Communist trade union 
leader, and Ajoy Ghosh, a representative of the faction standing for peaceful neo- 
Maoism. Democratic Research Service, Communist Conspiracy at Madurai , also 
published in identical form as Communist Conspiracy in India (Bombay: Popular 
Book Depot, 1954) , pp. 19-20, and Masani, The Communist Party of India, p. 115. 
That the new CPI line was indeed of Moscow origin is clear from our analysis; its 
manner of transmission from Moscow to India is of less interest to us. 
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movement must adopt. For a time, it was advocated that the main 
weapon in our struggle would be the weapon of general strike of in¬ 
dustrial workers followed by countrywide insurrection as in Russia. 
Later, on the basis of a wrong understanding of the lessons of the 
Chinese Revolution, the thesis was put forward that, since ours is a 
semi-colonial country like China, our revolution would develop in 
the same way as in China, with partisan war of the peasantry, as its 
main weapon. 5 * 

Just as the Andhra Committee had proclaimed less than a year earlier, 
so now the new group in control of the Party announced that, while 
all preceding ‘‘paths” had been wrong, it had finally hit upon the 
“correct” one: 

After long discussion, running for several months, the Party has 
now arrived at a new understanding of the correct path for attaining 
the freedom of the country and the happiness of the people, a path 
which we do not and cannot name as either Russian or Chinese. It 
should be, and is, one that conforms to the teachings of Marx, Engels, 
Lenin and Stalin, and that utilizes the lessons given by all the 
struggles of history, especially the Russian and Chinese, the Russian 
because it was the first Socialist Revolution in the world carried 
out by the working class under the leadership of the Communist 
Party of Lenin and Stalin in a capitalist and imperialist country, and 
the Chinese because it was the first People's Democratic Revolution 
in a semi-colonial, dependent country, under the leadership of the 
Communist Party in which even the national bourgeoisie took part. 
At the same time one has to remember that every country has its own 
peculiarities, natural and social, which cannot fail to govern its path 
to liberation. r,a 

From the description of prerevolutionary Russia as capitalist and im¬ 
perialist and of China as semi-colonial and dependent, it is clear that 
the Chinese example is held more applicable to India than the Rus¬ 
sian; and it is interesting to note that the only feature of the Chinese 
revolution stressed is the participation in it of the national bourgeoisie. 
That its other chief feature, peasant warfare, which the Andhra Com¬ 
munists had stressed, is not to serve as an example is not left to in¬ 
ference, however; for, although no more is said about the Russian 
example, an entire section of the Policy Statement is devoted to the 
similarities and differences between India and China. 00 

The similarity lies simply in the general Maoist and neo-Maoist 
definition of the main enemy: “Like the Chinese, we have to fight 
feudalism and imperialism. Our revolution is anti-feudal, anti-im¬ 
perialist.” But the Central Committee finds that to conclude from 
this that the CPI should rely mainly on peasant partisan warfare 
“would mean neglecting to look at other factors of the Chinese Revo- 
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lution and also neglecting to look into our own specific conditions." 
Thus it is pointed out that the Chinese Communists already had an 
army when they turned to the countryside, and that the absence of a 
good communications system in China made it difficult for the enemy 
to attack the guerrilla forces. But India has such a system; in India, 
moreover, there is a far bigger working class than there was in China. 
Further, the Chinese Communist army was again and again threatened 
with annihilation until it reached Manchuria, where, with the indus¬ 
trial base in hand and the friendly Soviet Union in the rear, it could 
rebuild and launch its final offensive. The geographical situation in 
India is quite different. Finally, it is pointed out, the Chinese Com¬ 
munists stuck to peasant partisan war alone out of sheer necessity and 
not out of principle, and the CPI should not make a principle out of 
that necessity. 

For the CPI the correct path is to be "the grand alliance of the 
working class and the peasantry, acting in unison, the combination of 
workers' and peasants' struggles /' 61 which had in practice been ignored 
both in the "left" period with its emphasis on the working class and 
in the Andhra period with its concentration on the peasantry.* Reli¬ 
ance on both the working class and the peasantry is hailed as "this great 
lesson of history, a lesson which is neither only the Russian path nor 
the Chinese path, but a path of Leninism applied to Indian condi¬ 
tions/' while "all our previous understandings have to be discarded as 
being one-sided and defective /’ 62 

Having clearly rejected exclusive reliance on peasant guerrilla war¬ 
fare, the Statement turns to the question of the use of violence in 
general, but in a far less forthright manner. 

The understanding will also show to comrades that the main ques¬ 
tion is not whether there will be armed struggle or not, the main 
question is not whether to be non-violent or violent. It is the reac¬ 
tionary ruling classes who resort to force and violence against the 
people and who pose for us the question whether our creed is vio¬ 
lence or non-violence. Such a poser is a poser of Gandhian ideol¬ 
ogy, which in practice, misleads the masses and is a poser of which 
we must steer clear. Marxism and history have once and for all de¬ 
cided the question for the Party and the people of every country in 
the world long ago. All action of the masses in the defence of their 
interests to achieve their liberation is sacrosanct. History sanctions 

* Just as Ranadive had done, the new leaders criticize the Andhra Communists 
because under them “the working class remained leader only ‘in theory/ only 
through the Party, because the Party is defined as the Party of the working class.” 
Like Ranadive, who, however, had at least wanted to attack all of neo-Maoism and 
not just its Andhra variant, they hit well beyond the target with this attack, which, 
as we discussed on pp. 71-73, above, goes to the very heart of Leninism itself. 
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all that the people decide to do to clear the lumber-load of decadence 
and reaction in their path to progress and freedom . 63 

The Statement had already pointed out that ‘‘even a liberal would now 
feel ashamed to maintain, let alone the Communist Party and other 
democrats and revolutionaries, that this Government and the classes 
that keep it in power will ever allow us to carry out a fundamental 
democratic transformation in the country by parliamentary methods 
alone '* 64 and that the road leading to the realization of the Party's pro¬ 
gram would therefore have to be found “elsewhere." Violence is thus 
clearly justified in principle, and its ultimate use seems to be envis¬ 
aged.* However, we are not interested here in the Communists’ 
principles since they themselves are not guided by them, nor in their 
visions of the ultimate seizure of power since many changes in line 
can intervene between now and the time when such a seizure might 
take place. Just as in Palme Dutt’s letter, which set the tone for the 
CPI's new policy, violence is mentioned as one of the Party's possible 
methods but has no place among its immediate tasks. 

Describing the “Immediate Situation and Tasks ," 66 the Policy State¬ 
ment declares that, although the crisis of the government is deep and 
growing and Communists cannot “move and work as if they are living 
in a democracy with rights and liberties, and nothing need be done to 
protect that Party and the leadership of mass organizations from on¬ 
slaughts of the law run mad," yet “it would be gross exaggeration to 
say that the country is already on the eve of armed insurrection or 
revolution." Such a reading of the situation would lead the CPI into 
“adventurism," isolate it from the people, and “hand over the masses 
to reformist disruptors." It is admitted that the Party is too weak and 
that it has not been able to mobilize all anti-government dissatisfaction 
in its favor: “The growth of the mass movement has not kept pace 
with the growth of discontent against the present Government" and 
“this weakness of the mass movement is due, above all, to the weakness 

* However, a special section of the Statement of Policy (pp. 7-8) is, as an attack 
on the Andhra Committee, directed against the use of individual terrorism, which, 
it is said, is not sanctioned by history because in it the masses are not in action. 
That this and subsequent condemnations of individual terrorism were, in fact, 
aimed at the Andhra Communists is borne out by a statement of Dange at a press 
conference in answer to a question as to what deviations there were from the 
Party line in “the Tclcngana question,” that is, the Andhra Communists’ conduct 
of the fighting in Telengana: “The only deviation was individual terror.” “Press 
Conference of Dange, Member of Indian Communist Party Central Committee,” 
Pravda, November 28, 1951. p. 3; Izveslia, November 28, 1951, p. 4, in Current 
Digest of the Soviet Press, III, No. 48 (January 12, 1952), 22-23, also in Soviet 
Press Translations, VII, No. 3 (February 1, 1952), 90-92. 
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of our Party.” The immediate task of the Party, therefore, far from 
engaging in violence, is to build “unity in action,” to “grow into a 
mass Party,” and, particularly, to participate in the coming parlia¬ 
mentary elections. 'Phis quite non-violent theme is elaborated in the 
concluding sections of the Policy Statement on “Working Class Unity” 
and the “Struggle for Peace.”™ There it is stressed that united workers' 
and peasants' organizations must be formed, the latter “including rich 
peasants,” by “the most intense, patient and daily work among the 
masses” and appeals to their “immediate, simple demands.” Finally, 
“one of the key tasks ... is the building of the peace movement. The 
struggle for peace must become an integral part of our work in all 
mass organizations.” Hie Party, it is stated, supports any move for 
peace, including those of the government, but it has no illusion 
that the government is pursuing “a consistent and honest policy for 
peace.” 

The CPI’s Statement of Policy of April 1951 served two important 
functions: First, it brought into the open for the first time the ques¬ 
tion of the extent of the applicability of the Chinese example to India, 
making it crystal clear that armed struggle on the Chinese model is 
not applicable to India and that it is thus not an essential aspect of 
the neo-Maoist strategy, a point that both Moscow and Peking had 
been making at least since the Peking WFTU Conference a year and 
a half earlier. Second, the Statement of Policy adopts in full Palme 
Dutt’s ideas on the methods to be followed by the Party, notably those 
of the broadest possible united front against the Congress and Socialist 
Parties and of great reliance on the peace campaign. Thus it makes 
clear, especially if it is read in conjunction with the CPI’s new Pro¬ 
gram adopted at the same time, that the essential aspect of the neo- 
Maoist strategy, tfie four-class appeal, was firmly anchored in CPI 
policy. 

The Statement of Policy, then, marks the point where, after at least 
a year and a half but possibly two or more years of divergence, the 
strategy and policy of the Indian Communist Party had once again 
been brought into full agreement with those favored by Moscow. We 
have seen that, beginning at the end of 1947, as a result of the Zhdanov 
speech, the CPI moved farther and farther to the “left” while Moscow 
moved in a neo-Maoist direction, with both being committed to sharply 
different positions by the middle of 1949; that the “left” strategy was 
finally replaced by the neo-Maoist strategy in the CPI in the first half 
of 1950; and that the neo-Maoist strategy was followed until the end 
of 1950 in its violent form, not approved of by Moscow for India. Now, 
finally, the CPI understood what was expected of it. Since 1951 it 
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successfully followed the Moscow line in respect to those of its funda¬ 
mental aspects with which we are here concerned. 

The “Tactical Line” of early 1951. We must now deal briefly and 
parenthetically with the “Tactical Line/' reportedly a secret Commu¬ 
nist document brought back from Moscow by CPI leaders early in 
1951 on which the Statement of Policy and, indeed, Communist strategy 
in subsequent years were based. # Like the Statement of Policy, it 
rejects the view that peasant warfare on the Chinese model should be 
the CPI's main weapon, 67 but it is far more outspoken than the pub¬ 
lished statement in its advocacy of violent methods, favoring a com¬ 
bination of peasant guerrilla warfare with workers’ uprisings in the 
cities. 68 This is a striking feature of the 'Tactical Line," but it does 
not make it essentially different from the Statement of Policy, since it 
envisages armed action not for the present but "when the maturing 
crisis gives rise to" it. 09 Like the published document, the “Tactical 
Line" states expressly that "it would be gross exaggeration to assert 
that India is already on the verge of armed insurrection or revolu¬ 
tion," 70 and it admits that “if the crisis bursts out in the near future 
the Party in its present and disorganised and weak state will not be 
able to fully utilise it to lead the people to revolution." 71 The im¬ 
mediate tasks listed in the two documents are the same: the creation 
of "a broad nationwide United Front of all anti-imperialist classes 
(including the national bourgeoisie), sections, groups, parties and 
elements"; 72 unity in workers’ and peasants’ organizations; 73 strength¬ 
ening the Party; 74 participation in the forthcoming elections; 76 and, 
above all, building the peace movement by abandoning all manifes- 

* This document was published by the Democratic Research Service, an anti¬ 
communist propaganda organization in Bomba), early in 1954 ( Communist Con¬ 
spiracy at Madurai, pp. 85-48) and is reprinted as an appendix by M. R. Masani, 
one of the chief figures in this organization, in The Communist Party of India , 
pp. 252-258. The authenticity of the document seems to have been widely accepted, 
and we have no reason to doubt it, although its sources remain unknown to us. Its 
content and style, at least, make it appear entitely possible that it is genuine. 
Nevertheless, we shall not examine the “ Tactical Line*' in detail, not only because 
to do so would be a departure from our policy to rely lor basic documentation on 
what are unquestionably the Communists’ own published words—a source entirely 
adequate for the purposes of the analysis here carried on—but also because it 
contains substantially and often almost verbatim the same message as the published 
Statement of Policy. 

Some important quotations from this document may be found in Atreya, “Indian 
Communists Plan for Revolution,” The New Leader, XXXVII, No. 10 (March 8, 
1954), 3-5, where it is wrongly referred to as a memorandum brought by Hairy 
Pollitt, General Secretary of the British Communist Party, to the 3rd Congress of 
the CPI, held at Madurai fronf December 27, 1953 to January 3, 1954. 
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tations of sectarianism. 76 All of these are to be accomplished not by 
violent means but by “patient day to day work” 77 on the basis of the 
people's immediate demands—although the building of underground 
units in the cities and villages is also mentioned. 78 

It is clear that there is no need to refer to a secret Communist docu¬ 
ment, even if there is no question about its authenticity, to prove that 
the Indian Communists under their current policy do not in principle 
reject the use of violence. They have made that point quite clear in 
their published Statement of Policy. We have seen, particularly with 
regard to the neo-Maoist strategy, that the use of violence is for them 
a matter merely of tactics and not of strategy, let alone of principle. 
The secret “Tactical Line” does not prove that the Indian Commu¬ 
nists will necessarily eventually engage in armed violence. It can only 
show that in early 1951 their leaders believed or professed to believe 
that such would ultimately be the case (although for the more imme¬ 
diate future they themselves advocated the peaceful tactics the CPI 
has in fact employed since 1951). However, we know very well that 
future CPI policy will be determined not by the leaders' past opinions 
but by Moscow’s future desires. 

Furthermore, we cannot be entirely certain that the secret rather 
than the published statement represents the true views of the leaders, 
and that they said little about future violence in the published one 
in order to make their policy more acceptable to the Indian people. 
It is just possible that, on the contrary, they did not in truth expect 
armed violence but emphasized it in the secret document to make 
their current peaceful policy acceptable to those factions of the Party, 
notably the Andhra one, which were deeply committed to the use of 
violence. If Communist leaders are unprincipled and untruthful, as 
they obviously are, we must expect them to be so in relation to their 
own party as well as to the general public; and we must not place any 
greater reliance on a secret than on a published party document as an 
indication of the party's policy in the relatively distant future—espe¬ 
cially when the two do not differ essentially. 

The replacement of the Andhra leadership and the end of fighting 
in Telengana . In May 1951, just after the adoption of the Statement 
of Policy, the CPI's Central Committee met 79 and ratified the defeat 
of the Andhra faction, heralded in that Statement, by replacing its 
leader, Rajeshwar Rao, by Ajoy Ghosh as the Party's new leader.* The 

* Formally, the position of General Secretary was left vacant and Ghosh was 
named as the Secretary of the Secretariat of the Central Committee, this Secretariat 
being identical with the Politburo. Ghosh was later elected General Secretary at a 
Party Conference in October 1951. 
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Central Committee also directed Party units and members to concen¬ 
trate on the work of forging “unity/' announced that the Party would 
participate in the coming elections, and once again stressed that “Com¬ 
munists cannot have anything to do with the tactics and methods of 
individual and squad terrorism/'* 

The entire Party leadership had now officially been brought into 
line behind the policy of peaceful neo-Maoism, but in Telengana the 
partisan war, which had begun in 1946 and continued through the 
periods of Joshi's “right" strategy, Ranadive's “left" strategy, and 
Rajcsliwar Rao’s neo-Maoist strategy, was still going on. The Party 
had to attack the difficult problem of liquidating this venture if it 
wanted to make its practice accord with its new policy. In a resolution 
passed by the Central Committee at its session in May 1951 80 it did so 
in a rather gingerly fashion. The resolution began by saying that, 
while the Party had to make suggestions on tactics, it could not decide 
on or call off the people's struggles, that the decision was up to the 
people of Telengana, and that the Party wanted to protect them and 
their liard-won gains. Rut, getting to the point, it continued: “At the 
same time, the CC wishes to state that it is prepared to solve the prob¬ 
lem by negotiation and settlement, intended to preserve and protect 
the interests of the peasantry and the people and to restore peaceful 
conditions in the area." To pave the way, it asserted that the fighting, 
which had begun before the Nehru government was in existence, had 
not been intended to overthrow that government but merely to end 
feudal oppression, a distinction that had not been drawn in the past 
when the government was described as representing and serving the 
feudal interests. A number of conditions for settlement were then 
set forth. 

Subsequently the Communist press reported that Communist nego¬ 
tiators had arrived in Hyderabad on July 18, listing somewhat fewer 
conditions than before, 81 but by the end of July the government appar- 

* P. C. Joshi, CPI leader during the “right’' period up to 1947, who had de¬ 
nounced both Ranadive’s “leftism” and Rajeshwar Rao's violent neo-Maoism, 
returned to the fold with the adoption of the strategy of peaceful neo-Maoism. He 
became editor of an unofficial Communist monthly, India To-Day, whose appear¬ 
ance as “a new democratic monthly” was announced in an advertisement in the 
CPI’s Cross Roads, April 13, 1951, p. 3. B. T. Ranadive, the “left” leader, was 
apparently not restored to grace until 1953, when some articles of his on economic 
questions—a non-controversial matter in terms of the strategy differences that had 
torn the Party and in which he figured so prominently—appeared in CPI organs. 
“India's Economic Crisis,” New Age (Bombay), II, No. 2 (February 1953) , 49-65; 
No. 3 (March 1953), 39-55; “Why this Crisis in India’s Economy,” Cross Roads, 
August 16, 1953, p. 10. 
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ently had refused to negotiate. 82 This must have put the Communist 
leaders on the spot, since, with Moscow’s demands always coming first 
and the actual situation in India only second, in order to be faithful 
to their new policy they were obliged to call off the fighting whether 
the government met their conditions or not. They finally did this 
on October 22, 1951 in a press conference statement 8 ' 1 made on behalf 
of the Central Committee and the Andhra Committee (under whose 
provincial jurisdiction the Telengana fighting had been going on). In 
an effort to make this, in effect, unconditional surrender—due as much 
to Moscow’s as to the Indian government’s policy—appear as an attack 
on the government, they implied that they would now deprive the 
government of all excuses for not holding elections in Telengana, an 
intention of which they had accused it. Then, saying no more about 
conditions for a settlement, the statement announced that “the Central 
Committee as well as the Andhra Committee have decided to advise 
the Telengana peasantry and the fighting partisans to stop all partisan 
actions and to mobilize the entire people for an effective participation 
in the ensuing general election to rout the Congress at the poll.” That 
the CPI succeeded in that election in inflicting heavy defeats on the 
Congress in the Telengana area is evidence that its activities there had 
not been unpopular. But election victories could not in any real way 
compensate the Party for having had to surrender its “liberated areas” 
and its base for guerrilla activities, which had played such a large part 
in the CPI’s theoretical and programmatic discussions and which had 
once been held to be the example and the starting point for the con¬ 
quest of power in all of India. 

The CPI Election Manifesto and the Ghosh article and Conference 
of October 1951. Two other CPI documents of the period immediately 
following the adoption of the policy of peaceful neo-Maoism are char¬ 
acteristic of that new line and worthy of mention. One is the Party's 
Election Manifesto of August 6, 1951, 84 which furnishes a good example 
of the neo-Maoist four-class appeal. Not only does it define the 
“people’s democratic government,” which it favors as “a government 
consisting of all democratic parties, groups and individuals, a govern¬ 
ment representing workers, peasants, the middle classes and the na¬ 
tional bourgeoisie which stands for genuine industrialization of the 
country, for the freedom and independence of India.” It also includes 
in the many promises it makes to various groups the following: “The 
people's democratic government will develop India’s industry . . . 
cooperating with private industrialists who will be guaranteed profits 
stipulated by law and whose interests will be guaranteed.” Thus, 
under the neo-Maoist strategy, the Communist party promises to guar- 
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antee by law, when it comes to power, what under earlier strategies it 
had condemned as exploitation of the workers.* 

The second document is a long article by the CPI’s new leader, Ajoy 
Ghosh, in the Cominform journal of October 18, 1951, 85 apparently 
chiefly designed to apologize to international Communism for and to 
explain the Party’s failure during the past years “to make use of all the 
tremendous possibilities that developed in these years ... to develop 
a united mass movement of the people.” Ghosh, in a single long sen¬ 
tence, attacks the mistakes of the past, beginning with a condemna¬ 
tion from a neo-Maoist point of view of the “left” strategy, but shifting 
in the middle to a condemnation of the Andhra Communists’ wrong 
application of the neo-Maoist strategy: 

This, to a great extent, was due to the failure of the party leader¬ 
ship to evolve a correct revolutionary line, the prevalence of a left- 
sectarian outlook, policies and methods, the attempt to skip over the 
democratic stage of the revolution and refusal to sec the semi-colonial 
nature of our country which demanded the unification of all anti¬ 
imperialist. classes and forces for carrying out the anti-feudal and 
national liberation tasks, the attempt to run ahead, the failure to 
build unity . . . the revolutionary phrasemongering and the issuing, 
in many cases, of calls and slogans unrelated to realities and the exist¬ 
ing relations of class forces, minimizing the role of consciousness and 
organization, the attempt to draw mechanical parallels with other 
countries and failure to take into account the specific features of 
the Indian situation—in brief, to our failure to master and correctly 
apply the great teaching of Lenin and Stalin, our failure to learn 
from the rich experience of the international Communist movement, 
from the great victory of the Chinese people under its glorious 
leader. Comrade Mao Tse-tung, from our history and from the 
masses of our people. 

Making quite clear that the Andhra as well as the “left” period is 
included in his condemnation, Ghosh states: “It is only recently that, 
with the adoption of a new Draft Program and policy by the Central 
Committee, the mistakes of the past began to be corrected. . . 

Ghosh promises to do better than his predecessors and, in doing so, 

* Masani, The Communist Party of India. , p. 138, quotes a CPI Discussion 
Pamphlet No. 1, which, dealing with the rural reform program of the Communists' 
election platform, contains the following statements typical of the neo-Maoist pro¬ 
capitalist approach: “As regards the capitalist landlords . . . adequate land will be 
left to them to pursue capitalist farming. . . . The revolution will not harm the 
rich peasants. They, too, to some extent suffer from feudal exploitation and from 
usury and will therefore gain from the revolution. . . . The Communists admit 
. . . that these reforms as contemplated will not effect a socialist transformation in 
the country." 
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demonstrates that the abandonment of the “left” strategy and of 
violent neo-Maoism is not, in any sense, tantamount to a return to 
the “right” strategy. He says that neo-Maoism is, in fact, a third 
strategy which must fight “on two fronts” against the deviations of 
both the “right” and the “left” strategy, attacking the “left” for its 
“sectarianism”—that is, its refusal to form a broad united front, and 
the “right” for its “opportunism”—that is, its attempt to form that 
front through an alliance with “reformist” parties instead of “under 
its own banner.” 

Learning from the experience of the past, the Communist Party 
is determined to root out all remnants of sectarianism from its out¬ 
look, its policies and methods. At the same time it will fight against 
all opportunist tendencies, legalist illusions, against all rejection of 
militant actions, against relapse into reformism, that is, against all 
that worked havoc in the period immediately preceding the Second 
Party Congress and prevented the Party from mobilizing the people 
under its own banner and from carrying out a revolutionary policy. 

In waging this battle on two fronts, the teaching of Lenin and 
Stalin, the experience of the international Communist movement, 
the writings of the leaders of the Chinese Communist Party—Com¬ 
rade Mao Tse-tung, Liu Shao-chi and others— . . . will be invaluable 
weapons. 

The shift from violent to peaceful neo-Maoism, which had been 
begun at the Central Committee meeting of December 1950, found 
theoretical expression in the Program and Policy Statement of April 
1951 and practical expression in the termination of Communist-led 
fighting in Telengana by the fall of 1951. It was confirmed by the 
replacement of Rajeshwar Rao by Ghosh at the Central Committee 
meeting of May 1951 and was finally officially ratified by an All-India 
Conference of the CPI held in October 1951. 86 This Conference unani¬ 
mously elected a new Central Committee, which selected a new Polit¬ 
buro with Ghosh as General Secretary, and also unanimously approved 
the Party’s new Program and Statement of Policy. The Politburo 
hailed these events as settling all disputes and differences that had 
existed in the Party over the past few years. 


III. The Soviet View, 1951-1952 

The preceding section has shown how in early 1951 CPI policy once 
again came into agreement with the policy propounded for the CPI 
in Moscow. We now turn, for the last time, to Moscow in order to 
document the fact that Moscow had not only settled on the neo-Maoist 
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strategy, as became clear in the last chapter, but wanted that strategy 
to be applied in a peaceful manner in India. 

Publication oj CPI statements in the Cominform journal. Perhaps 
the most obvious indication of Moscow’s approval of the new CPI 
policy, is the publication in the Com inform and Soviet press of CPI 
documents and statements by the CPI leaders. We have already 
remarked on the strange silence in that press on the Second CPI Con¬ 
gress of March 1948, which had most strikingly marked the Party’s turn 
from the “right” to the “left” strategy. During the following three 
years not a single CPI document was reprinted in the Cominform 
journal; nor did a single article by Ranadive, the “left” leader, or 
Rajeshwar Rao, the violent neo-Maoist leader, appear in its pages 
during their combined rule of the Party of over three years. In con¬ 
trast, major articles by their successor. General Secretary Ajoy Ghosh, 
appeared at the rate of about two a year. 8T As noted in the last section, 
the CPFs new Program of April 1951 was reprinted not only in the 
Cominform journal but also in American, British, and probably other 
Communist periodicals and its Election Manifesto of August 1951 
appeared in the Cominform journal, thus obviously enjoying Soviet 
blessing. Furthermore, the Cominform organ reported CPI Politburo 
statements on the May 1951 Central Committee meeting and the Octo¬ 
ber 1951 Party Conference, which formalized the shift to the strategy 
of peaceful neo-Maoism. 

Approval of CPI policy by JDutt and Soviet writers. Soviet approval 
of the new CPI line was also expressed in other ways. One of the first 
to voice it was, not surprisingly, Palme Dutt, 8R who had done much 
to bring about its adoption. He hails the Party’s new Program as a 
“political landmark in India” and as providing the basis of the solu¬ 
tion of the very acute problems of strategy, tactics, and leadership the 
CPI had faced; and he welcomes the Politburo’s decision “to radically 
reorientate its tactical line.” Dutt stresses the neo-Maoist character 
of the new Program when he emphasizes that it is a program not for 
socialism but for people’s democracy on the basis of a coalition of “all 
democratic anti-feudal and anti-imperialist forces”; but he also points 
to the limitations of the Chinese example by stating that, “while the 
lessons of international experience are of the greatest importance and 
value for India, no mechanical analogies can be drawn from the con¬ 
ditions of other countries to the specific conditions of India. The 
Indian people will have to advance along their Indian path. ...” A 
year later, in an article in the Cominform journal, 89 Dutt again speaks 
of the CPI's “historic programme indicating the path of liberation of 
the Indian people towards the aim of people's democracy in India.” 



148 From Violent to Peaceful Neo-Maoism, 1950—1951 

The CPI, which had so often been told to learn from the Chinese Com¬ 
munists, is now itself set up as an example for Communists in other 
underdeveloped areas: 

In the colonial countries the greatest successes have been won 
where a united national front has been effectively established. . . . 
The Programme of the Communist Party of India is of especial sig¬ 
nificance in indicating the path of political development in semi¬ 
colonial countries towards the aims of people’s democracy. 

Soviet writers, too, gave their blessing to the Indian Communist 
Party’s new line. One of them, speaking of the Party Conference of 
October 1951, says that “a firm foundation was laid for the consolidation 
of ideological, political, and organizational unity within the Party,” 
and specifically praises the new Program, the Statement of Policy, 
and the Election Manifesto. 5,0 Tic makes their neo-Maoist character 
very clear by preceding these remarks with a denunciation of the CPI’s 
earlier “right” opportunist and “left” sectarian errors “which gravely 
impaired the Party’s work-in particular its failure to understand the 
question of unifying all anti-imperialist classes and forces in the anti- 
feudal struggle of national liberation.” Similarly, an article in Bol¬ 
shevik , 01 speaking of the CPI’s new Program, states: “After overcoming 
the grave opportunist errors of the right and the sectarian views of 
the left which prevented the development of a correct political line, 
the Communist Party managed to plot the true course for the libera¬ 
tion of the people.” It goes on to summarize the Program, quoting ver¬ 
batim the paragraph saying that the CPI docs not call for socialism 
but for people’s democracy through a coalition of all anti-imperialist 
forces. The Indian national elections in early 1952 and the relative 
success of the Communists in them gave the Cominform and Soviet 
press a further opportunity to praise the CPI and to ascribe its suc¬ 
cesses to its “correct” program of peaceful neo-Maoism. 92 

The meeting of the USSR Academy of Sciences of November 1951. 
As we have seen earlier, sessions of the Soviet Academy of Sciences are, 
for our purposes, among the most important and revealing indications 
of what Communist strategy is favored by Moscow. Thus the session 
of June 1947 heralded both the abandonment of the “right” strategy 
and the ensuing indecision in Moscow between the “left” and the neo- 
Maoist strategies, whereas the session of June 1919 indicated the com¬ 
plete adoption of the neo-Maoist strategy in Moscow. From November 
12 to 23, 1951, at a time when the Indian Communist Party had finally 
settled on the policy of peaceful neo-Maoism, there took place a con¬ 
ference “On the Character and Attributes of People's Democracy in 
Countries of the Orient” at the Institute for Oriental Studies of the 
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USSR Academy of Sciences, 93 the report of which is by far the clearest 
Soviet statement of this period on Communist strategy both in under¬ 
developed countries in general and in India in particular. More than 
any preceding document, it brings out the distinction between the 
four-class appeal as the essential element of the neo-Maoist strategy and 
armed violence as its non-essential element. 

As usual, E. M. Zhukov delivered the opening and chief report to the 
meeting. He, as well as several speakers in the ensuing “discussion/* 
analyzed the tasks of people’s democracy in the Orient and thereby 
expressed the concept which underlies the neo-Maoist strategy. These 
are the national liberation, or anti-imperialist, and the anti-feudal 
tasks, the “all-national” and “all-democratic” tasks of the bourgeois 
revolution. They are not the tasks of building socialism, the tasks of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, which second stage of people's 
democracy follows the first one much later than it does in the Euro¬ 
pean people’s democracies. It follows that people’s democracy in 
the Orient is, in Zhukov’s words, “based on a wide coalition of anti¬ 
imperialist and anti-feudal forces, including not only the workers, the 
peasants, and the petty-bourgeoisie of the towns, but also the national 
bourgeoisie (middle and small manufacturers and merchants) This 
is true not only of China, Mongolia, North Korea, and Vietnam, the 
four areas regarded as the oriental people’s democracies, but is also 

* Subsequently, Zhukov “examined the concept of the national bourgeoisie— 
excluding the comprador bourgeoisie as closely connected with imperialism and 
dividing the national bourgeoisie into big and middle bourgeoisie, of which the 
first is closely linked with the landlords, is inclined toward making a deal with the 
imperialists, and is the most short-lived and unreliable participant in the united 
front." Zhukov here follows the Chinese practice of distinguishing between the 
“comprador” and the “national” bourgeoisie, while it had hitherto been Soviet 
practice to refer to the entire native bourgeoisie as “national” and to divide it into 
the pro-imperialist “big” and the anti-imperialist “middle” bourgeoisie. Now both 
“big” and “middle” bourgeoisie are part of the anti-imperialist united front, 
although the former is less anti-imperialist than the latter. That these distinctions 
are essentially only verbal ones, the real one being simply between the pro-American 
bourgeoisie and the pro-Soviet bourgeoisie, was stated by Zhukov himself; see p. 91, 
above. 

At least by 1951 Zhukov had come to appreciate the importance of the peasantry 
to the united front, which had not been true of his earlier statements: “The more 
vigorously the peasantry, which constitutes the overwhelming majority of the popu¬ 
lation in the colonial countries, is drawn into the anti-imperialist struggle, the more 
powerful this front becomes. The resolving of the agrarian question and the 
struggle against feudalism and feudal survivals are the most important content of 
the national liberation movement in the colonial and semi-colonial countries.” Here 
Zhukov approaches the views expressed by Balabushevich and Dyakov after their 
reluctant conversion to neo-Maoism; see pp. 89-90 and 94, above. 
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repeated with special reference to India when Zhukov speaks of “the 
formation of an extremely broad anti-imperialist front including, as 
the program of the Communist Party of India points out, millions of 
working people, the working class, the peasantry, the working intelli¬ 
gentsia and the middle classes, as well as the national bourgeoisie 
interested in the freedom of the country and in establishing a well- 
to-do life.” Finally, Zhukov makes clear that this four-class appeal is 
to be used in all underdeveloped areas: “The experience of the national 
liberation movement shows that the creation of a united anti-imperial¬ 
ist front is of cardinal importance for a successful struggle for inde¬ 
pendence in colonial countries." 

Having thus set forth the essential elements of the neo-Maoist 
strategy—the anti-imperialist and anti-feudal nature of the coming 
revolution and the four-class alliance that is to bring it about—Zhukov 
goes on, with a frankness unusual in Soviet writings on the subject, to 
point out that the other outstanding element of the Maoist strategy 
as it was applied in China, its country of origin—armed struggle—is not 
an essential element of neo-Maoism: 

The experience of the Chinese revolution is of immense signifi¬ 
cance. Traces of its fruitful influence can easily be found in the 
documents of the Communist Party of India and the Workers’ Party 
of Viet-Nam. But remembering the lirst tactical principle of Lenin¬ 
ism—the principle of obligatory consideration of the particularly 
and specifically national elements in each individual country—it 
would be risky to regard the Chinese revolution as some kind of 
“stereotype” for people's revolutions in other countries of Asia. 

In particular, it is difficult to presuppose that other countries of 
the Orient following the path of people’s democracy could neces¬ 
sarily calculate on acquiring the vitally important advantage of the 
Chinese revolution—a revolutionary army such as there is in China. 

All this of course by no means signifies that there will not be 
thousands of problems during the resolving of which the advanced 
peoples of India, Indonesia or any other country of the Orient will 
require consideration of the concrete experience of the Chinese revo¬ 
lution or of the experience of the October revolution in Russia.* 

Although Zhukov spoke here in general terms about Asia, though sig¬ 
nificantly singling out as examples India and Indonesia, the two prin- 

# The excerpts of the report of the session of the Academy appearing in the CPI’s 
Cross Roads include a full quotation of this passage and are preceded by the 
following note of the editor: “The discussions will also reveal how the various 
Communist Parties, while drawing valuable lessons from the rich experience of the 
peoples of other lands who have carried through their revolutions successfully, base 
themselves on the concrete conditions and specific features of their own country. 
It is on this basis alone that any Communist Party could draw a correct programme 
for its country,” Cross Roads , July 20, 1952, pp. 16, 13. 
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cipal Asian countries where the Communist parties were following the 
peaceful variant of the neo-Maoist strategy, the discussion became more 
sharply focused when several subsequent speakers took up the subject. 
Most of them stressed the significance of the Chinese experience for 
other countries, G. N. Voitinsky noting its special influence on the 
CPI's new Program, and G. I. Levinson listing the Philippines, Burma, 
Malaya, and Vietnam as countries that had followed the Chinese ex¬ 
ample in creating revolutionary armies. 

Then V. N. Nikiforov expressly disagreed with Zhukov on the 
latter's crucial point. According to him, revolutionary armies arise 
because of the domination of imperialism and feudal relationships. 
Since the conditions created by these prevail also in other oriental 
countries such as India, these countries, too, will create revolutionary 
armies of their own. 

The task of refuting this view was assigned to two specialists on 
India, Nascnko and, of all people, Balabushevich, who, as we know, 
not only had been a stubborn advocate of the “left'' strategy until 1949 
but also had, when he was then converted to neo-Maoism, emphasized 
exactly the non-essential armed struggle element of that strategy in 
preference to its essential four-class appeal. These two now replied 
to Nikiforov that the Chinese revolution is no obligatory model for 
other countries of Asia, which they demonstrate by the example of 
India “where we have seen the full error of mechanically applying the 
experience of the Chinese Revolution to Indian circumstances without 
consideration of India’s specific features—and, what is more, the inter¬ 
pretation of the Chinese experience applied was incorrect." As dis¬ 
tinguished from this “error" of the Andhra leadership, the CPI’s latest 
Program is “a genuine program of struggle for a people's democracy 
and the creation of a broad popular front in the concrete conditions 
of India." This statement again implies that the four-class appeal is 
applicable everywhere, but that armed struggle is to be used only where 
the “concrete" conditions are suitable for it, which was not the case 
in India. Whether Nikiforov, in expressing a different view, repre¬ 
sented a dissenting faction in Moscow or was merely made to state it 
to have it publicly disavowed, we cannot know. The latter possibility 
appears more likely. In any case, the session of the Academy made it 
quite clear that the view supported by both Zhukov, the most authori¬ 
tative Soviet academic voice on Asian affairs, and by Balabushevich, 
one of the outstanding experts on India who had for so long repre¬ 
sented different opinions, was the official one. 

Three months after this important session of the Soviet Academy 
of Sciences the Cominform journal carried an editorial that made 
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essentially the same point, though as usual in more obscure form, and 
that was duly reprinted in the Indian Communists* Cross Roads.** It 
states that the alliance of the working class with the peasantry is “also 
joined by the intelligentsia, by all progressive sections of town and 
countryside and by patriotic elements of the national bourgeoisie. A 
brilliant example of the united people*s democratic front is offered by 
the struggle of the Chinese people.** After thus setting up China as 
an example of the use of the four-class appeal, the editorial shows that 
the Chinese Communist use of armed forces is not of equally universal 
applicability: “The nature of the liberation movement varies in the 
different colonial and dependent countries. In some it has developed 
into open armed struggle.** Here Vietnam, Malaya, Burma, and the 
Philippines are praised and even the Japanese are said to be intensi¬ 
fying their struggle, but of India the Cominform editorial merely says 
that “the Communist Party strives to rally all the progressive national 
forces into a united democratic front and for a people's democratic 
government*' and it hails the Communists* recent election success. 
Similarly, another Cominform editorial, 05 a year later, expresses ap¬ 
proval of the CPI's present strategy when it says that “the Communist 
Party of India is inspiring and organizing the popular struggle against 
the domination of foreign imperialism, against British imperialism in 
the first instance.'* 
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THE PEACEFUL NEO-MAOIST STRATEGY 
IN INDIA (1952-1954) 


I. Problems and Tactics of Neo-Maoism in India 

At this point wc have carried the story of the CPI through October 
1951. To continue it in strictly chronological order would involve us 
in considerable repetition and would not result in the kind of history 
of the evolution of Communist strategy in which we are here inter¬ 
ested. The period in the CPI’s history that began at the end of World 
War 11, when every year and often every few months brought a strik¬ 
ing development in the Party’s strategy, came to an end in 1951. We 
have already shown in the last chapter how the Indian Communist 
Party became firmly committed to its strategy of peaceful neo-Maoism, 
and that this policy enjoyed full Moscow support. With the neo-Maoist 
strategy and its peaceful application fully accepted, there remained 
for the CPI only questions of tactics. We can discuss these best in the 
form of a brief survey of the major themes appearing in CPI docu¬ 
ments during 1952 and 1953. In conclusion, wc shall deal with the 
Party’s Third Congress at the beginning of 195*1. While the questions 
of tactics, though of great significance for the CPI, are of relatively 
minor importance in the context of our discussion, which has been 
concerned with Communist strategies, in some instances they offer inter¬ 
esting illustrations of the problems witli which the application of the 
neo-Maoist strategy confronts a Communist party. 

CPI statements on the weakness of the Party and its fronts. Al¬ 
though the CPI’s internal factional struggles over strategy were now 
over and it had emerged from the general elections at the beginning 
of 1952 with some results rather favorable to it, 1 the Party continued 
to be dissatisfied with its own weakness. A resolution adopted by the 
Politburo at its meeting of August 11-17, 1952, declares that “the fact 
that must be grasped is that the single biggest factor that is preventing 
the development of the movement is organizational weakness of the 
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Communist Party itself, its weakness among the basic masses of the 
people—the working class and the peasants in many areas . . .”; 2 and 
it admonished the Party that “we have to combat all manifestations 
of frustration and demoralization in our own ranks” and “we have to 
combat all tendencies to undermine the organizational discipline of 
the Party, immediately . . . restore discipline inside the Party. . . .” s 
The Cominfomi journal, reporting on this meeting of the Politburo, 4 
also stated that the latter had resolved on steps to strengthen the Party 
organizationally. 

The subject evidently aroused some concern in Moscow. Soon after 
this meeting there appeared a special article on it in the Cominform 
journal, written by Ajoy Ghosh himself and entitled “Some of our 
Main Weaknesses,” 6 which is practically a confession, though not a 
personal one. In it Ghosh admits the Party's lack of trained cadres 
and the fact that in several Indian states the Party's membership 
amounted to far less than one per cent of the vote gained by the CPI, 
and even that not properly organized and only a fraction of it “ideolog- 
ically-politically developed.'' The absence of the convenient excuse 
available to Party leaders in the past that all troubles were due to the 
“incorrect” strategies followed by their predecessors is noted by Ghosh 
when he states that, in the past, explanations for the Party’s weaknesses 
had been sought in incorrect slogans and forms of struggle, but, these 
being correct now, the difficulties are due to organizational weakness. 
Although differences on strategy are always finally resolved in line 
with Moscow’s desires, the disastrous consequences of frequent shifts 
cannot be overcome in a few months, a fact that is made clear by such 
remarks as the following, made by Ghosh in the course of his demand 
for the restoration of “Party forms and Party discipline, which were 
seriously undermined in the period before the adoption of the Pro¬ 
gramme of the Party.” “Anarchistic concepts of inner-party democracy 
manifest themselves in many units.” “In some units past prejudices, 
a legacy of the period of inner-party struggle, stand in the way of 
unified functioning.” “We must put an end to present planlessness 
in work, an end to the looseness of discipline and to the scant regard 
for Party forms.” 

The Indian Communist Party itself, even if it had been organiza¬ 
tionally strong, would still have been numerically weak. What mass 
influence it had was exercised through its so-called mass organizations, 
the peace movement, and the “United Front.” The Party was greatly 
concerned with strengthening all three of these. Ghosh repeatedly 
complained about the weakness of the mass organizations, that is, the 
Communist-dominated trade unions and peasants’, women's, youth. 
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and student organizations. In one of his articles in the Cominform jour¬ 
nal, 6 he referred to them as "still extremely weak” and bemoaned the 
disunity of the working class and the trade union movement, which 
the Party should overcome, establishing leadership "in its own class.” 
Equally important was the strengthening of the Party’s base among 
the peasant masses, "vast numbers of whom, except in areas of Andhra, 
Telengana and Kerala, have not yet been drawn into the democratic 
movement.” Elsewdiere Ghosh stated that "only the building of united 
mass organizations can rally the people against the Congress,” 7 thus 
indicating that the organizations he has in mind are not really to be 
united in the sense of including Congress-affiliated organizations, but 
are, on the contrary, to be built up "from below” as against the Con¬ 
gress. Considering that the term "democratic parties” does not in the 
Communist vocabulary include parties opposed to the Communists, 
such as the Congress and the Socialist Parties, this is also made clear 
by an appeal of the Central Committee to "all democratic parties, 
organizations, groups and individuals . . . to come together and form 
united trade unions, united kisan sabhas [peasant organizations], united 
student and youth organizations, united women’s organizations, united 
organizations of intellectuals, etc., so that every factory, every town 
and village, every institution where people come together in daily life 
can be transformed into a fortress against imperialism, feudalism and 
monopoly capital.” 8 This is a typically neo-Maoist formulation both 
in its characterization of the enemy and in its stress on the broad united 
front from below. 

Several meetings of the CPI leadership dealt with the problem of 
strengthening the mass organizations. 9 Their success can be judged 
from the fact that the communique of one of the later ones still 
had to state that "the Central Committee resolved that the work of 
building united mass organizations should be taken up in right ear¬ 
nest . . . .” 10 We have already noted that beginning in early 1951 the 
peace movement became the CPI’s chief concern.* Like the develop¬ 
ment of the mass organizations, its strengthening was a subject of re- 

* In 1952 an Asian and Pacific Peace Conference was held in Peking that set up 
a Peace Liaison Committee of the Asian and Pacific Regions of twelve members 
representing various countries, including some on the West coast of the Western 
hemisphere. Like the WFTU Asian and Australasian Liaison Bureau in Peking 
and often in conjunction with it, this organization has frequently been referred to 
as the equivalent of an Asian Cominform and/or as evidence of Chinese, as distin¬ 
guished from Soviet, domination of the Asian Communist parties. Our skeptical 
comments on the WFTU Liaison Bureau in the footnote on p. 100, above, fully 
apply to it mutatis mutandis. See “Documents of the Peace Conference of the Asian 
and Pacific Regions," People's China , No. 21 (November 1, 1952), supplement. 
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peated admonitions and complaints in the resolutions of the CPI 
leadership. 11 

The united fronts from above and from beloxo. It has already been 
mentioned that when, after Palme Dutt’s letter of December 1950, the 
CPI began to pay serious attention to the formation of a united front 
with non-Communist elements, it concentrated in practice not so much 
on appeals “from below” to the rank and file of the Congress and 
Socialist Parties, although such were made, as on arrangements “from 
above” with the leadership of various small so-called “left” parties. 
This tendency was further strengthened by the general elections of 
early 1952, which led the Party to enter into various electoral alliances 
with such groups. 12 It was strongly confirmed by the relative success 
of many of these alliances. Following the elections the Central Com¬ 
mittee triumphantly stated that their results showed that the unity of 
“all freedom-loving democratic classes and their parties, organizations 
and individuals” was “an eminently practical objective.” 13 in making 
such “top-alliances,” the CPI has always been concerned with keeping 
its own independence intact. A Politburo resolution of August 1952 
specifically warns that “we have to combat all tendencies which, in the 
name of fighting sectarianism, minimize the importance of maintaining 
the independence of the Party, advocate tactics which would reduce the 
Party to an appendage of the petty-bourgeois parties . . . .” 14 

United front agreements “from above” with small “left” parties are 
entirely compatible with the neo-Maoist strategy of the united front 
from below and must be clearly distinguished from the “right” strategy. 
Under the latter the Communist party united or sought to unite with 
parties differing widely from it, such as socialist and “bourgeois” par¬ 
ties like the Congress, the CPI's enemies under neo-Maoism against 
whom the united front from below is directed. The CPI’s allies under 
the neo-Maoist strategy were often groups quite close to it ideologically 
and by no means necessarily to its “right.”* 

There was, however, some awareness among the CPI leadership that 

•Thus, according to its piogiam as reported in Crass Roads , January 11, 1953, 
p. 15, the Forward Bloc, one of these allies, proclaims itself a Marxist party which 
supports the cause of peace, democracy, and socialism headed by the Soviet Union, 
New China, and the People's Democracies and will fight tooth and nail against the 
third force, “the screen under which the right Socialists hide their alliance with 
imperialists and war-mongers." Its difference with the CPI, Cross Roads notes, is 
that while the latter aims at People’s Democracy in India, the Forward Bloc con¬ 
siders conditions ripe for a socialist revolution, a formulation which the Communist 
paper calls dangerous. It would seem, then, that this particular ally of the CPI 
is nothing but a Communist party which does not follow the current Party line but 
rather one dose to Ranadive’s “left” strategy. 
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alliances with “left" parties were not a sufficient means for carrying 
out the neo-Maoist four-class strategy of forming a united front “em¬ 
bracing all the anti-imperialist strata of the population.” Writing in 
the Cominform journal, Ghosh admits 15 that such a united front is 
yet to be built; that otherwise it is only a top alliance between leaders. 
Similarly, the Politburo emphasizes that building this front remains 
the Party's key task, which cannot be fulfilled by reliance on top 
alliances but only by struggle for the immediate demands of the people, 
and by unity in action. “The task today is that of broadening the 
mass movement by drawing into it all strata and sections including 
the national bourgeoisie and Congressmen,” 16 and it calls for “extensive 
agitation among ALL classes.” 17 

The approach “from below,” especially toward the Congress Party, 
was a necessity if capitalists were to be included in the united front, 
as is essential under the neo-Maoist strategy, for not many of these 
were likely to be found in the “left” parties, which could be approached 
“from above.” That the Party very definitely was to appeal to capi¬ 
talists was made clear by the Politburo in its resolution of August 
1952. Condemning the government, it states that “opposition has 
grown rapidly not merely amongst the workers, peasants, and intelli¬ 
gentsia, but also amongst new strata and sections, including sections 
and elements of the national bourgeoisie.” 18 It registers some successes 
of its neo-Maoist strategy when it continues: “The attendance of a 
number of industrialists and businessmen at the Moscow Economic 
Conference, the proposals made by several businessmen that closer 
trade relations should be established between India and the Socialist 
and People’s Democratic countries, are also significant factors.”* But 
how is the Party, which throughout its history has been based on the 
principle of the class struggle, to appeal to the workers on the basis of 
their immediate demands without thereby alienating the capitalists? 

* “Post Election Situation And Our Tasks,” New Age, I, No. 1 (September 1952), 
35. See also the passage written by an Indian fellow traveller or Communist 
after his return from China in 1952: “Supposing, therefore, Communism of the 
Chinese type comes to India, a majority of our capitalists and, particularly, the 
industrialists would not only survive but receive every possible encouragement from 
Government in the interest of production. In fact, the national bourgeoisie, or 
patriotic capitalists who have not tied themselves with Anglo-American cartels, 
would have every reason to welcome such a changeover. The axe of the new 
regime would fall only upon half a dozen of the bigger cartel kings of India—the 
compradors with powerful foreign alliances, the zemindars, the blackmarketeers, 
speculators and moneylenders. These would probably be sent to reformatories. 
The rest of our bourgeoisie would be allowed to coexist, cooperate, and coprosper 
together with the people." R. K. Karanjia, China Stands Up; the Wild Men of 
the West (Bombay: People’s Publishing House, 1952), p. 160. 
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By forgetting its principle and by emphasizing the community of 
interest between capital and labor. The Politburo suggests that “the 
demands of the working class in each industry should be linked with 
demands of the industry itself so that the working class can come 
before the people as the builder and defender of national economy, 
which monopoly interests subservient to foreign Powers are ruining.”* 
While we have now focused on the distinction between the ap¬ 
proaches from above and below used by the CPI in following its neo- 
Maoist strategy, the Party itself generally obscured this distinction by 
speaking of a united front both of parties, that is, from above, on the 
basis of the demand for a government of the United Democratic Front, 
and of individuals, that is, from below, on the basis of their immediate 
demands. In language borrowed from the Peking WFT'U Conference 
and the January 1950 Cominform editorial, which initiated the neo- 
Maoist strategy in India, the Party was constantly exhorted to “strive 
ceaselessly to build up a United Front of all democratic parties, organi¬ 
zations, groups and individuals.” 30 A joy Ghosh proclaimed: “We 
maintain that the power that replaces the Congress, which represents 
the monopolists and landlords, must be the power of all democratic 
classes and sections. Only a United Front of all democratic parties 
and individuals can represent such a power.” “Only the development 
of a united mass movement for the immediate rights and demands of 
the people . . . can rally the people against the Congress.” 20 And 
again: “Never were the possibilities of a broad and powerful United 
Front embracing all patriotic parties, all patriotic sections and strata 
of our people including the national bourgeoisie and millions of fol¬ 
lowers of the Congress, so bright as it is today.” 21 To have “unity of 
action” with other parties, Ghosh claims, the CPI does not demand 
that they agree with it on all issues: “What the Communist Party wants 
to emphasize is that its attitude towards these parties would be deter¬ 
mined primarily by their attitude towards the Government.” 22 These 
three last-quoted passages make it amply clear that, whether through 
alliances from above with anti-government parties or through appeals 

•“Post Election Situation And Our Tasks,” op. cit., p. 44. A British Com¬ 
munist reporting on India also stresses that “even sections of the bourgeoisie are 
affected and are beginning to understand, for instance, that peace and trade with 
China would be in their interest . . . “The task of finding concrete ways and 
means of uniting different strata of the population ... in a progressive democratic 
front with the leadership of the working class . . . and uniting all sections of the 
workers, peasants, professional and intellectual sections and the urban middle class 
as well as patriotic elements from the bourgeoisie ... is seen by the Indian Com¬ 
munists as the key to further advance.” Phil McCann, “New Political Trends in 
India,” World News and Views , XXXIII, No. 29 (July 25, 1953), 344-346. 



Problems and Tactics of Neo-Maoism in India 163 

from below to the “millions of followers of the Congress,’* the purpose 
of the Communists’ neo-Maoist united front is always to “rally the 
people against the Congress” and the Socialist Party. It is thus, in 
effect, a united front from below against these two and is as different 
from the old “right” strategy of a united front from above with the 
Congress as it is from the old “left” strategy of a united front from 
below against the bourgeoisie. 

Sectarianism: the chief obstacle to the neo-Maoist strategy. We 
have now seen that under its neo-Maoist strategy the CPI sought to 
strengthen not only its organization, as would be true under any 
strategy, but also its mass organizations, its peace movement, and its 
united front, these three being widely overlapping and to a consider¬ 
able extent only different ways of uniting the same people. The peace 
movement in particular is closely related to the neo-Maoist strategy. 
Like the latter, its appeal is directed to all strata of the population 
regardless of class; it concentrates on an external enemy, war, which, 
like the neo-Maoist enemy imperialism, is generally identified with 
the United States. Any persistent obstacle to the development of the 
peace movement found by the CPJ within its own ranks is, therefore, 
symptomatic of a difficulty of the neo-Maoist strategy itself. 

We have already noted that the great enemy of the peace move¬ 
ment within the CPI has been what the Communists call sectarianism. 
The strengthening of the peace movement and of the mass organiza¬ 
tions and the united front obviously requires some cooperation of 
Communists with non-Communist elements and therefore a certain 
degree of tolerance. Put tolerance is a quality utterly alien to Com¬ 
munists and one for any display of which they, at other times, condemn 
themselves as opportunists. Sectarianism, that is, the unwillingness 
to cooperate with non-Communists, and opportunism, that is, the 
willingness to cooperate with non-Communists, are, indeed, the Scylla 
and Charybdis between which Communists must always seek to steer 
their precarious course. However, they are not always equally dan¬ 
gerous. During periods when the “left” strategy is in effect warnings 
are sounded primarily against opportunism; during “right” periods 
sectarianism is regarded as the chief evil. When they are supposed to 
be following the neo-Maoist strategy, Communists could theoretically 
be guilty both of the opportunism of working with allegedly pro¬ 
imperialist parties, such as the Congress and the Socialists, and of the 
sectarianism of being unwilling to work with all strata of the popula¬ 
tion, especially the bourgeoisie. In practice, however, the Indian 
Communists and, it is suspected, all Communists are by nature much 
more prone to be sectarian than opportunists, more prone to denounce 
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than to cooperate with non-Comrnunists. In 1939 and in December 
1947 they switched with alacrity to the “left" strategy away from 
cooperation with the Congress; none of them, including even Joshi, 
the leader in the “right" period, for years showed any inclination 
of returning to that policy of cooperation. But in 1935, when they 
were ordered to abandon the “left” for the “right" strategy, apparently 
it took months and even years to make the change effective; and in 
June 1941, when the “left" period of the Hitler-Stalin Pact was fol¬ 
lowed by the “right" period of the “people’s war," half a year was 
required by the Party to make the shift in spite of the urgency of the 
situation. Similarly now, several years after the Party’s shift to the neo- 
Maoist strategy, it still encounters the danger of sectarianism in its 
midst. 

In April 1952 Ghosh exclaimed that “the narrow and restricted out¬ 
look which has been a characteristic feature of the Left movement as 
a whole . . . this outlook has to go." 22 The following month the Con¬ 
vention of the All-India Trade Union Congress, the CPI’s labor front, 
adopted a unity resolution which “liquidates all traces of sectarianism 
in relation to the problem of unity." 24 The Politburo resolution of 
August 1952 warned against tactics leading to the isolation of the 
Party, 25 saying that “in evolving forms of struggle we have to get rid 
of all dogmatic and preconceived notions." 20 At the end of 1953 a 
CPI Politburo member, in the pages of the Cominform journal, at¬ 
tacked sectarianism in the peasant movement, although ostensibly 
.speaking of groups outside the CPI: 

There are certain political groups in India which call themselves 
“Marxists" and even “Marxist-Lcnmists," who argue that our agrar¬ 
ian reform should be so organized as to fully eliminate not only 
landlord exploitation, but the exploitation by the rich peasant as 
well. Distorting the lessons of the Russian Revolution, they call for 
a plan for the immediate organization of collective cultivation and 
oppose land distribution. 

Only if these and other distortions of the tasks of agrarian reform 
are resolutely combated can the peasantry be rallied in their millions 
and united into a mighty force under the guidance of the working 
class for successful struggle against imperialism and feudalism. 27 

“Bracketing the rich peasant with the landlord," we are told, is a 
distortion of “a ‘left* disruptionist character." 

It is obviously difficult for a party raised on the principles and vocab¬ 
ulary of the class struggle suddenly to recognize opposition to what it 
has long been taught was the workers’ and poor peasants* exploitation 
by the capitalists and rich peasants as disruption and distortion and 
to appeal to the “exploiters" on the basis of a community of interest 
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with the “exploited/* Yet this is exacLly what is expected of good 
Communists under the neo-Maoist strategy. Clearly, sectarianism is 
the chief difficulty faced by Communist parties in the application of 
that strategy. 

The CPFs attitude towards the USSR and Communist China.. We 
now turn to a brief consideration of the CPI’s attitude towards the 
Soviet Union and Communist China during the recent past, a subject 
which has aroused great interest and one on which this study may 
help throw some light. We have seen that the question of the appli¬ 
cability of the methods of the Chinese Communists to Indian condi¬ 
tions had been at the very heart of the differences that divided the 
CPI. Ranadive, leading the Party in 1918 and 1949, rejected both 
the rural armed struggle and the four-class appeal aspects of the Chi¬ 
nese strategy, whereas the Andhra Communists, who succeeded him 
in control of the CPI during 1950, wholeheartedly embraced both. In 
1951 the four-class appeal without armed struggle emerged as the 
approved strategy. Throughout this period, however, there was never 
any question that the CPI, even under Ranadive, welcomed the Chinese 
Communist victories as important and highly desirable events from 
which it expected to benefit. On the other hand, as the facts we have 
adduced clearly demonstrate, there is no question that at all times, 
even under the Andhra Communists, effective external control of the 
CPI, insofar as it existed at all, came from Moscow rather than Peking. 

It is our impression that, although the elusive problem of the rela¬ 
tive role of Moscow and Peking in the affairs of Asian Communist 
parties can be attacked through an analysis such as ours of the changes 
in each party’s strategy and of related changes in Moscow and Peking, 
it cannot be successfully studied from the party’s attitude towards the 
Soviet Union and Communist China as exhibited in its own propa¬ 
ganda. So long as the present situation of complete outw r ard amity 
between Moscow and Peking prevails, an Asian Communist party has 
nothing to lose and everything to gain from impartially playing up the 
supposed successes of both countries and basking in their reflected 
glory. 

Thus during the period under review here—1951, 1952, and 1953— 
innumerable articles on the “achievements” both of the Soviet Union 
and of “New China” appeared in the CPI’s Cross Roads, some of them 
being glowing reports of visitors returned from these countries. Much 
space was also devoted to various “cultural” delegations coming to 
India from the Soviet Union and China, to Soviet films, and, when 
the occasion arose during the International Industries* Fair in Bombay 
early in 1952, to the Chinese, Soviet, Czechoslovak, and Hungarian 
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pavilions. Chinese Communist English-language periodicals, such as 
People's China , are widely advertised in the Indian Communist press 
as available in India along with numerous Soviet publications such as 
the Cominform journal and New Times . Pamphlets by Mao Tse-tung, 
Liu Shao-chi, and other Chinese Communist leaders and writers are 
sold along with the works of Lenin and Stalin. Communist , the Party's 
“theoretical" monthly, was completely dominated in 1949 and even 
1950 by reprints of Soviet articles and even statements of eastern Euro¬ 
pean Communist leaders, but Nexv Age, which succeeded it in 1952, 
contains a fair proportion of translations of articles by Chinese 
Communists. 

There may well be some conflict between Peking’s and Moscow’s 
claims to serve as the example for and leader of the Asian Communist 
parties. The Chinese tend to claim greater originality for Mao’s theo¬ 
ries than Moscow is willing to accord to them. For example, Lu 
Ting-yi, a Chinese Communist Party Central Committee member, 
writes that “Mao Tse-tung’s theory of the Chinese revolution is a new 
development of Marxism-Leninism in the revolution of the colonial 
and semi-colonial countries .... It is, indeed, a new contribution to 
the treasury of Marxism-Leninism.’’ 28 The latter phrase used to be 
exclusively reserved in the Soviet press to describe Stalin's works, and 
there was a tendency in that press to characterize the Chinese Commu¬ 
nist victory as the result of the correct application of Leninist-Sta- 
linist, rather than any original Maoist, theory, as “a new triumph 
for Marxism-Leninism, a triumph for the Lenin-Stalin strategy and 
tactics . . . ” 29 Also, the statement by Lu just cited not only claims 
that the Chinese revolution serves as an example for all colonial coun¬ 
tries, which, as we have seen, has long been conceded and even propa¬ 
gated by Moscow. It also confines the applicability of the model of 
the Russian October Revolution to the imperialist countries, which 
has never been conceded by Moscow: 

The classic type of revolution for the imperialist countries is the 
October Revolution. 

The classic type of revolution in the colonial and semi-colonial 
countries is the Chinese revolution, the experience of which is in¬ 
valuable for the peoples of these countries.* 

Yet even this extreme Chinese statement was reprinted in the Comin¬ 
form journal and so could not have aroused any very strenuous objec¬ 
tions in Moscow. On the other hand, the Chinese themselves more 

* A recent newspaper report relates that Chen Yun, a CCP Politburo member, 
asserted in a speech on the anniversary of Stalin’s death that China, and not the 
Soviet Union, is the champion of Communism in Asia and the fount of revolution 
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usually couple their own claims to being the example for Asia with the 
recognition that the Soviet Union is the example for the entire world, 
not excluding Asia, as in the following typical passage: 

. . . the oppressed people of Asia ... see the path to the future of 
all mankind charted by the Great October Socialist Revolution. 
They see before them the shining example of the victory of the 
Chinese Revolution, the prototype of revolution in a semi-colonial 
and semi-feudal country . . . 80 

This convenient formula recognizing both the Soviet Union and 
China as examples for India, one of more general and one of more 
immediate applicability, was used by the CPI as far back as the Political 
Thesis of the Second Congress in early 1948.* It still represents the 
Party's line on this subject, making it possible for the Party to avoid 
the question as to which of the two examples is primary. Thus in 
May 1953 the Communist All-India Trade Union Congress could send 
a message to the All-China Federation of Trade Unions including the 
standard phrase: "Your experience in the liberation struggle has 
shown the path to the colonial, semi-colonial, and dependent coun¬ 
tries," 31 and three months later an editorial in Cross Roads could hail 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in the following words: 
“The struggle of the Russian people under the leadership of this Party 
has offered invaluable lessons for the peoples of all countries of the 
world, who have today come to look upon it as the model on which 
they have to build their own parties." 32 

That Chinese Communism is a model for other colonial countries 
means that their Communist parties follow the neo-Maoist strategy. 
This strategy, however, as we have seen, was adopted by Moscow as 
well as Peking, has been used by Communist parties in underdeveloped 
areas far from Asia and even in the West, and was embraced by the 
CPI on orders not from Peking but from Moscow. The question of 
which country—China or the Soviet Union—serves as an example to 
the CPI must therefore not be confused with the question of which 
country directs the CPI. Conceivably, the CPI could look solely to 
one country as a model and yet do so on orders of the other country, 
as, indeed, the Andhra Communists thought they were doing during 
their short-lived rule of the CPI. Although both China and the Soviet 


in the Orient. Volney D. Hurd, “Peking-Vietminh Rift Rumored/’ The Christian 
Science Monitor , March 9, 1954, p. 1. 

•The Political Thesis (Bombay, 1949), p. 93, spoke of “the Soviet Union as the 
leader of humanity,” while it emphasized the “glorious achievements of the Chinese 
Revolution, underlining its international significance, particularly its significance 
for the peoples of Asia." 
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Union are today models to the CPI, the fact, documented in this study, 
remains that the Indian Communist Party has, from its beginnings, 
executed every change in its strategy in response to direction from 
Moscow and in a manner which it thought—not always rightly- 
accorded with Moscow’s desires. It is therefore very likely to owe its 
first loyalty to Moscow and not to Peking—despite such statements as 
Ghosh's, made shortly after he came to power in the Party in 1951 in a 
letter to Mao Tse-tung, that “People’s China, under your leadership, 
stands forth today as the leader of the resurgent peoples of Asia." 33 

Two declarations of loyalty to the rulers in Moscow issued at critical 
junctures in 1953 tend to support this conclusion. The first was a 
cable sent by Ghosh to Malenkov after the latter succeeded Stalin 
saying: “We declare our solidarity and pledge the support of the 
Indian working people and the Indian Communist Party in the com¬ 
mon struggle for common objectives." 34 The second was a resolution 
adopted by the CPI’s Central Committee at a meeting held July 23-31, 
shortly after the ouster of Peri a. In it 

. . . the Central Committee of the Communist Party of India joins 
the Communist and Workers* Parties throughout the world in ex¬ 
pressing its deep respect and affection for the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union (CPSU). The Central Committee expresses its 
satisfaction that the Central Committee of the CPSU has proved 
itself strong and vigilant enough to unmask in time the real face of 
Beria . . . 35 

And, to make sure that Malenkov could not harbor any suspicions on 
the CPI’s loyalty, its Central Committee called on all Party members 
and units 

... to carry on a ceaseless campaign among the people pointing out 
the fact that Beria pitted himself not against Malenkov, as is slan¬ 
derously asserted by the enemy, but against the entire Central Com¬ 
mittee, against the entire Communist Party of the Soviet Union. It 
is only by doing this that we, Indian Communists, will be able to 
prevent the enemy succeeding in discrediting the Model Party of 
the world working class in the eyes of the Indian people. 

It is not surprising that when Ajoy Ghosh suffered from a “leg ail¬ 
ment" he went to Moscow and not to Peking “for treatment," 80 to 
remain there for half a year and not to return until less than three 
weeks before the CPI’s Third Congress. 

II. The Third Party Congress 

Agreement on the peaceful neo-Maoist strategy . Unlike the Second 
Congress of the CPI, held six years earlier, its Third Congress, which 
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convened in Madurai from December 27, 1953 to January 4, 1954, 
did not mark the adoption of a new strategy. Its approach, as S. A. 
Dange said in the debate on the Political Resolution, 37 was the same 
as that of 1951, and the strategy of peaceful neo-Maoism then worked 
out by the CPI was now again given the seal of approval by Ghosh's 
recent return from Moscow and the attendance at the Congress of 
Harry Pollitt, General Secretary of the British Communist Party. The 
very divisions within the Party—and there are indications that these 
were very deep*—are, in a sense, evidence of the Party’s unity on the 
neo-Maoist strategy, for they were all on issues arising within that 
strategy rather than on any choice between different strategies, and 
they did not run along the lines that had, in years past, split the adher¬ 
ents of various strategies. 38 The most serious splits at the Third Con¬ 
gress apparently occurred over the question of who was the main 
enemy and over the form of the united front. However, in the first 
case the question was not, as it had been in the conflict between the 
“left” and the neo-Maoist strategy, the fundamental one whether the 
main enemy was the Indian bourgeoisie or foreign imperialism, but 
merely which foreign imperialism—British or American. And in the 
second case the question was not, as it had been in the conflict between 
the “right” strategy and the “left” and neo-Maoist strategies, whether 
the united front should be one from above with the Congress and 
Socialist Parties or one from below against these parties, but rather 
merely one of the approach to be used and the role to be played by 
the CPI in the anti-Congress united front from below. This does not 
mean that the splits in the CPI could not have been very important, 
but it does mean that there was general agreement by all factions on 
the postulates of the neo-Maoist strategy. 

Britain vs. the U. S. as the main enemy. In a secret document, pub¬ 
lished by the Democratic Research Service, 80 the Andhra faction of the 

* Democratic Research Service, Communist Conspiracy at Madurai (Bombay: 
Popular Book Depot, 1954) , pp. 12-19. If there be any question as to the authen¬ 
ticity of the secret Communist documents on which the work of the Democratic 
Research Service is based (sec footnote on p. 141, above), the CPI’s own publica¬ 
tions. on which wc found our analysis of the Third Congress, leave no doubt of the 
existence of factionalism. Its existence is also clear from a parting message given 
to the CPI in an interview with New Age by Harry Pollitt after the Congress, “to 
rally round your new Central Committee in complete unity so that the line of 
march ahead as laid down in the Political Resolution of the 3rd Congress can be 
implemented. There have been important and protracted discussions at your 
Congress, but now the line of policy has been voted upon and accepted in a 
democratic manner . . . .” "Britain’s ‘Shameful Heritage’,’’ World Neivs (London; 
this succeeded World Navs and Views at the beginning of 1954), I, No. 6 
(February 6, 1954), 115. 



170 Peaceful Neo-Maoism in India, 1952—1954 

Party, still led by Rajeshwar Rao, vigorously championed the view at 
the Third Congress “that British imperialism is the chief enemy of 
our national progress and therefore of our national independence.” 
“So when we talk of anti-imperialist revolution it specifically means, in 
the present set-up, a fight against British imperialism for national 
independence and freedom, but not against Anglo-American imperial¬ 
ism or world imperialism in general.” 40 It is admitted that as “part 
of the world working class,” that is, the international Communist move¬ 
ment, it “is our inviolable international obligation” “to fight against 
American imperialism,” for, “internationally speaking, America is the 
spearhead of world reaction as the main enemy of Peace and Freedom 
for all the people.” But, interestingly enough, the Andhra Commu¬ 
nists do not really want to speak “internationally,” that is, they do not 
want to put Soviet interests ahead of their own. They say: “We, situ¬ 
ated as we are in a country under a particular State, have some concrete 
tasks to perform. The chief enemy of our national freedom today is 
British imperialism.” 41 

Even if this secret “Andhra Thesis” is not authentic, it is clear that 
the view set forth in it was advanced at the Congress, as must also have 
been the opposite view that the United States was the main enemy, 
since Ghosh, in his report on the Congress, refers to both of them as 
deviations. 42 In seeking to compromise between them, he asserts that 
the struggles against Britain and the United States “have to be con¬ 
ducted simultaneously” 43 and that it “is an incorrect approach” to 
ask which of the two tasks should be taken up first since they are not 
opposed to each other. 44 Rather, he says. 

We have to win full freedom from the British but we also have to 
defend our existing freedom from the increasing menace of the U. S. 

Unless we defend it from the U. S., we can never win complete 
freedom from the British. 45 

Apparently pleased with this argument, he declares: “This way, with 
an integrated and comprehensive understanding, we can avoid both 
deviations.” 46 

However, Ghosh, both in his review of the Congress and in a speech 
to it, does go so far as to say that “the basic struggle in our case is the 
struggle against British domination.” 47 The Political Resolution that 
emerged from the Third Congress, in a paragraph not contained in 
the secret draft resolution submitted to it, 48 also seeks to compromise 
between the anti-British and the anti-American positions and is 
weighted in favor of the former: 

Thus the question of defeating the war plans of the American 
imperialists and India’s struggle for peace is closely linked with the 
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a uestion of India's struggle for full and unfettered national free- 
om, which means first and foremost, freedom from control of the 
British who continue to be the dominant imperialist power and of 
liquidating feudalism. . . , 49 

We have earlier expressed our belief that to Moscow the essence 
of the neo-Maoist strategy and the chief reason for its adoption was 
its anti-Americanism. One may strongly suspect, therefore, that the 
stand adopted by the Indian Party on this issue at the Third Con¬ 
gress, which gave somewhat greater emphasis to the anti-British than 
to the anti-American position, went against Moscow's wishes. This 
suspicion is confirmed by the fact that in Ghosh’s report on the Third 
Congress in the Cominform journal™ which otherwise closely follows 
the lines of his review of the Congress published in India, there is no 
hint that the anti-British struggle is regarded as more basic than the 
anti-American, but the overestimation of the danger from either im¬ 
perialist enemy at the expense of the other is condemned and both 
views are said to have been decisively rejected by the Congress. 
Ghosh's report to Moscow and international Communism thus dis¬ 
torts the actual state of affairs in order to conceal what would be 
displeasing to his masters. 

National liberation movement vs. peace movement. The question 
of whether the CPI should concentrate on the British or the American 
enemy is not an academic one nor is it so new to us as may at first 
appear. As is noticeable from the passage of the Political Resolution 
just quoted, the anti-American attitude is identified with the peace 
movement, the anti-British with the so-called struggle for national 
liberation. Ghosh, who discusses the entire question under the head¬ 
ing “Struggle for Peace and Freedom," makes this quite clear when 
he says that “in our country the struggle for peace has its main edge 
directed against the American imperialists while the struggle for free¬ 
dom has its main edge directed against the British." 51 What is implied 
in the conflict between the anti-American and the anti-British factions 
is stated quite bluntly in his report in the Cominform journal, which 
says that to concentrate on the British enemy “meant the total minimi¬ 
zation of the significance of the peace movement" and “would have 
the peace movement relegated to a position of minor importance." 62 
This is, in other words, but another form of the old conflict between 
those who want to follow the present Moscow line of emphasizing the 
peace movement, with its all-class approach and its concentration on 
a foreign enemy, and the more old-fashioned Communists. This latter 
group has greater interest in the Party, even if it is a four-class party, 
than in this milk-and-water peace movement, and greater interest in 
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the internal more immediate enemy, even if that enemy is not the 
native bourgeoisie but only feudalism and British capital, than in the 
more distant United States. It is not surprising that this latter policy 
should have been championed by the Andhra Communists, whose neo- 
Maoist policy of peasant, that is, anti-feudal, warfare and terrorism 
had been succeeded by the present one of peaceful neo-Maoism with 
its stress on the anti-American peace movement. 

That this conflict existed in the terms we have just used, as well 
as in its anti-British vs. anti-American form, is confirmed by Ghosh 
when he states that there has come “to the forefront the question of 
the relation between the peace movement and the national libera¬ 
tion movement which had for so long been argued out inside the 
Party.” 53 He defines the relation of the two movements to each other 
by explaining that 

. . . the struggle for peace and the struggle for national liberation 
are not identical or co-cxtensive. All those who are in the struggle 
for freedom will join the struggle for peace, but many in the struggle 
for peace may not join the struggle for full freedom. 54 

How r ever, this explanation does not succeed in resolving the conflict. 
Those Communists who dislike the peace movement do so precisely 
because it is broader than the “liberation” (i.e., Communist) move¬ 
ment and because in it they are forced to cooperate with “many” who 
are unwilling to join their Communist struggle. Ghosh, consistent 
with long-established CPI leadership practice, deplores that “there has 
been, so far, a very serious underestimation inside the Party about the 
importance of the peace movement” 55 and, in particular, takes the 
trade unions and peasant organizations to task for “the biggest negli¬ 
gence” in this field. 50 The Political Resolution speaks of “the impera¬ 
tive need to broaden, extend and strengthen the peace movement.”* 
If Moscow favored the anti-American view and the peace movement 
related to it, why then was the faction that emphasized hostility to 

* Political Resolution (New Delhi: Jayant Bhatt, J951), p. G. American military 
agreements with Pakistan, coming at the time of the Third Congress, which were 
characterized as “a grave menace to the Indian people, a menace against which the 
entire country must he mobilized’* (ibid., p. 4) in view of their apparently wide¬ 
spread unpopularity in India, gave the Communists a golden opportunity to pose 
as Indian patriots and to emphasize the importance of their peace movement. 
Moscow's interest in the Indian peace movement is clearly indicated by the fact 
that the Cominform journal, too, eagerly seized upon this issue, playing it up in 
two articles in the space of two weeks. “Peace Movement in India Gaining 
Momentum," For a Lasting Peace , for a People's Democracy!, January 8, 1954, p. 1; 
“Sharp Protest in India against IJSA-Pakistan War Pact," ibid., January 22, 1954, 

p. 6. 



173 


The Third Party Congress 

Britain and was antagonistic to the peace movement not sharply con¬ 
demned at the Third Congress, and why was it treated with such 

caution by the Ghosh leadership? One reason no doubt was the 

strength of the anti-British faction in the Party. However, we have 

learned that, in the past, internal Party politics had never been a 

factor sufficiently strong to override what appeared to be Moscow’s 
wishes, and there is no reason to explain the situation revealed at the 
Third Congress by an assumption of a weakened hold of Moscow on 
the CPI. Rather, the Party Congress could not faithfully reflect Mos¬ 
cow’s attitude vis-;\-vis the United States and the peace movement 
because the CPI felt that*to do so would lead to the abandonment of 
another basic policy also approved by Moscow, the policy regulating 
the Party’s relationship with the Nehru government. 

The CPTs attitude tozvard the Nehru government. As has been 
true ever since Palme Dutt’s letter of December 1950, the Party recog¬ 
nized the usefulness to itself (and the Soviet Union) of certain of 
Nehru’s foreign policies. Speaking of the government’s denunciation 
of the atom bomb, its help in ending hostilities in Korea, and its oppo¬ 
sition to the U. S.-Pakistan agreement, the Third Congress said that 
it played “a role appreciated by the peace-loving masses and states”; 57 
and Ghosh admonished the Party as follows: “When the Nehru Gov¬ 
ernment takes a good step for peace ... we must welcome it whole¬ 
heartedly, without any ‘huts’ and ‘ils.’ ” 58 The Party clearly felt that 
basically Nehru was pro-British and anti-American. Once this was 
assumed, too great emphasis on opposition to the United States and 
on the peace movement on the part of the CPI would logically have 
led it to a policy of cooperation with the Nehru government. This 
was actually made quite explicit by Ghosh: “If U. S. imperialism is 
looked upon as the main enemy not only of peace but also of national 
freedom, then the tendency would increasingly be of lining up behind 
the Nehru Government on the pica of fighting the American threat.” 59 
In his Cominform article, too, Ghosh explained that the anti-American 
position would lead to “full support” of the government. 60 

Ghosh recognized very clearly that here the Party was up against a 
basic question of strategy, the question of whether its relation to the 
government and the Congress should be one of the united front from 
above or of the united front from below: 

As a matter of fact, there can be only two basic lines: cooperate 
with the Government but criticize specific acts; or, oppose the Gov¬ 
ernment but support specific acts. Here is not a question of different 
emphasis only. These are two different lines. 61 

Faced with this choice of two different lines or strategies, the Party 
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did not hesitate which to adopt. The government was found to follow 
“a policy of collaboration with feudalism and imperialism, as it repre¬ 
sents certain classes," 6 - and therefore "our attitude towards the Gov¬ 
ernment continues to be one of general opposition," 63 "even in the 
international sphere . . . because the Indian Government does not 
follow consistently a policy of peace and democracy." 64 

Here, then, seems to have been the underlying reason for the CPI’s 
inability to go all out in a stand naming the United States as its main 
enemy and condemning the faction that wanted to concentrate on the 
British enemy and, by implication, to minimize the importance of 
the peace movement. Concentration on the American enemy and 
on the peace movement is a natural policy for Communist parties in 
countries where the governments are relatively strongly pro-American. 
In India the government was sufficiently anti-American for the Com¬ 
munists to feel that such a policy would have led them to support the 
government. Clearly, however, Moscow did not consider the Nehru 
government sufficiently anti-American to make CPI support for it 
seem appropriate. This view does not exclude the possibility that, if 
the Nehru government feels further alienated by United States policy 
or attracted by Soviet policy, such support may be appropriate in the 
future, involving the Communist party, as in Guatemala (under Presi¬ 
dent Arbenz) and Indonesia (during the rule of the Nationalist 
Party), in a united front from above with the governing party, or at 
least in efforts to form such a front, unsuccessful as they may be. This 
would mean a new policy shift for the CPI, returning it close to the 
"right" strategy of the united front from above with the Congress 
which was abandoned at the end of 1947.* 

• Postscript: The above paragraphs were written and our research was completed 
in mid-1954. It would seem in 1955, just after Nehru's return from a visit to 
Moscow where he was being feted by the Soviet leaders now strongly interested in 
encouraging “neutrality," that during the past year the CPI has traveled farther 
along the path indicated above. It has, however, not yet abandoned the neo- 
Maoist strategy in favor of a return to the "right" one of a united front from above 
with the Congress. The trend begun with Palme Dutt’s letter of December 1950 
(see pp. 129-130 and 133-134, above) of support for certain phases of Nehru's 
foreign policy has continued to the point where only a few are still subjected to 
CPI criticism. On domestic policy, however, the Party has substantially remained 
in opposition to the Congress government, although it has recently given its sup¬ 
port to some aspects of the government's economic planning. "Reds Back Nehru 
on Foreign Policy. Indian Party Shifts After His Moscow Trip, But Scores Domestic 
Program," The New York Times, June 30, 1955, p. 4. See also the discussion of the 
CPI's attitude toward Nehru in Madhu Limaye, "Indian Communism: The New 
Phase," Pacific Affairs, XXVII, No. 3 (September 1954), 205-207 and 212-213, and 
Randolph Carr, "Conflicts Within the Indian CP," Problems of Communism, IV, 
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The neo-Maoist strategy is essentially an adjustment of Communist 
policy to a situation in which the major parties, both bourgeois and 
labor, are relatively pro-American and anti-Soviet and where the Com¬ 
munists yet want to unite all the classes represented by these parties 
against the United States. Where this situation changes by such a 
party's becoming relatively anti-American and pro-Soviet, there is no 
reason to assume that Communist strategy will not accordingly change 
back to the “right" strategy in relation to that party. The direct 
appeal of the Communists to the bourgeoisie is likely to continue, how¬ 
ever, and since, in any case, some efforts to win over individuals and 
groups to Communism “from below" are always being made, even in 
periods of the united front from above, the four-class appeal, the 
essential element of what we have defined as the neo-Maoist strategy, 
will probably remain a feature of Communist policy. 

The united fronts from above and below. Although the Third 
Congress seemed agreed on the necessity of continuing the policy of 
the united front from below against the Congress and Socialist Parties, 
disagreements on the form of the CPI’s united front, which had been 
going on during the preceding years, continued. The utility of united 
front agreements with other parties and organizations was generally 
recognized, and the CPi Congress resolved that “it is necessary for the 
Communist Party to continue and intensify efforts for such agreements 
on each issue." 05 But Ghosh noted the existence of a “liquidationist" 
tendency favoring the submersion of the Party in the united front; 60 
and the secret draft resolution devoted a long paragraph to the con¬ 
demnation of “a United Front having a programme, organization and 
discipline of its own" and “a united front that circumscribes the inde¬ 
pendent role of the Communist Party." 07 The draft was corrected by 
the substitution of an even longer and more specific section demanding 

No. 5 (September-October 1955), 7-13, on pp. 11-12. This attitude was summarized 
by the Party’s Central Committee meeting in Delhi in June 1955: “Although the 
foreign policy of the Government of India has undergone a welcome change in 
recent years, no such change has taken place in its internal policies. These policies, 
on the contrary, continue to be, in tire main, reactionary and undemocratic.” 
Quoted in G. S. Bhargava, “Communists change their tactics,” The Manchester 
Guardian Weekly, January 12, 1956, p. 3. 

As these pages went to the printer early in 1956 the CPI was about to hold its 
Fourth Congress at Palghat. Coming after the visit of the Soviet leaders Khrushchev 
and Bulganin to India and the rich praise they bestowed on Nehru and the Indian 
government, this was likely to become the occasion for the CPI to move closer to 
the “right” strategy of advocating a united front from above with the Congress 
Party. The CPI may thus be approaching the completion of the circle begun in 
1947 from the “right” to the “left” to the neo-Maoist to the “right” strategy. 
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that united front committees be merely coordinating and ad hoc bodies 
and not permanent organizations, 08 but this was completely dropped 
in the final published resolution, which stated only that “it should 
be remembered that the growth of the United Front depended, above 
all, on the independent role of the Party in uniting and mobilizing the 
working class and the working people.’’ 61 * 

It is difficult to believe that any significant segment of the CPI 
actually favored dissolving the Party organizationally in a broader 
United Front, as Ghosh charged, although it is quite likely that some 
of the Party’s allies in the United Front desired this 70 and that the 
Third Congress faced the problem of furnishing Party members with 
arguments against such a course and at the same time trying not to 
alienate its present and potential future allies. Within the Party 
the real issue was probably, as it had been since 1951, between those 
who wanted to confine their united front activities to cooperation 
“from above” with “left” parties and those who felt that, in addition, 
much greater emphasis must be given to the united front from below, 
especially against the Congress and the Socialists. It is doubtful that 
on this issue any faction stood openly for the former point of view. 
Victory w r ent clearly to the latter position, which had been that of the 
Party leadership all along, thus further emphasizing the fact that 
relations between the CPI and the Congress Party remained essentially 
hostile. The Third Congress w r ent on record against “reliance on top 
negotiations and manoeuvres.” 71 Ghosh said: “There is the tendency 
of looking upon ‘Left unity'—unity of Left parties—as a necessary pre¬ 
condition to the building of broad democratic unity. This concept 
is wrong.” 72 In but slightly different words, both Ghosh’s report on 
the Third Congress published in India and the one in the Cominform 
journal as well as the Political Resolution of the Congress all ham¬ 
mered home the message that “eschewing sectarianism does not merely 
mean the adoption of a friendly attitude towards the ‘Left parties'; the 
united front in today’s context means the drawing in of the vast masses 
who are getting disillusioned w r ith the Congress and also with the 
Socialist Party but who are not yet prepared to subscribe to the entire 
Programme of our Party.” 7 * 1 The point that the united front must 
pre-eminently be one from below is also made when it is “emphasized 
that the unity that has to be built is unity of the masses in action”; 74 
that, “if the Party wants to get strong, it has to base itself, above all, 
on the economic and other immediate demands of the people." 70 

That the CPI’s united front, following the neo-Maoist pattern, was 
to include sections of the bourgeoisie hardly needs any further docu¬ 
mentation. It seems to have been taken for granted at the Third 
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Congress. In its analysis of the economic situation the Congress found 
that “contradictions between imperialism and the Indian bourgeoisie 
are becoming sharper and even sections of the big bourgeoisie have 
begun raising their voices on this issue.” 76 Perhaps indicating some 
practical difficulties met by the Party in appealing to both workers 
and capitalists, the Congress again resolved, as the Politburo had 
already done in 1952, that “the working class must come out for the 
protection of national industries against the competition of the im¬ 
perialists." 77 In a letter from the Party’s Central Committee to two 
fellow-travelers in Hyderabad, published by the Democratic Research 
Service, the theory underlying the neo-Maoist strategy of the predomi¬ 
nance of common interests between labor and capital is clearly stated: 

The Communist Party’s conception of United Front is basically 
a front of classes. . . . Although these classes may have mutually 
conflicting interests, nonetheless the fact remains that imperialism 
and feudalism constitute the common enemies of all and constitute 
the biggest obstacle standing in the way of our country’s progress. 
Our concept of United Front arises from this common interest be¬ 
tween these various classes. 78 

Sectarianism and the weakness of fronts and the Party. Just as the 
Party leadership had done throughout 1951-1953, the Third Congress 
called for the strengthening not only of the peace movement and the 
united front but also of the Communist mass organizations of workers, 
peasants, students, youth, and women, which were admitted to be 
“still weak and in many places nonexistent.’’ 70 In particular, it called 
for trade union “unity,’’ that is, the winning over “from below’’ of 
members and organizations affiliated with non-Communist trade 
unions. 80 However, Ghosh does not even seem aware that he is con¬ 
demning his own Party, which claims to speak for the working class, 
when, in his report in the Cominform journal, he mentions in passing 
“the traditional weakness of the Party in the major industrial and 
mining areas.’’ 81 Facing the problem of strengthening its peace move¬ 
ment, its united front, and its mass organizations, the Party still con¬ 
sidered sectarianism in its ranks as a serious obstacle. “The Congress 
drew the attention of the entire Party to the fact that a firm struggle 
against sectarianism is not being carried out by the Party units.” 82 The 
Congress deplored both the tendency in the Party to regard all mem¬ 
bers of the Congress and the Socialist Party as reactionary and “the 
failure to distinguish between the platform of the Front and the Party 
Forum,” 83 that is, the tendency to treat the united front like a Com¬ 
munist Party organization and thus to alienate non-Communists. In 
particular, the leadership at the Third Congress seemed to be upset 
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about sectarianism in the trade unions, which, it declared, in many 
cases “has led to unions being reduced to Party groups, to absence of 
democratic functioning and, ultimately, to loss of mass basis.” 84 Sec¬ 
tarianism being, as we have pointed out, a trait natural to Communists, 
it can be safely predicted that this type of preaching will both continue 
and remain ineffective for quite some time. 

Just as the Third Congress echoed all the other ma jor demands made 
upon Party members that we have found had characterized CPI state¬ 
ments since 1951, indicating that none of them had yet been fulfilled, 
so it also called for “the rapid strengthening of the Party.”* Ghosh 
speaks of “glaring shortcomings which persist in our organization and 
functioning” 85 and which were apparently sharply revealed by the 
very inadequate preparations for the Congress itself. The “extremely 
weak” 80 Party center, manned by only two or three members of the 
Politburo, received the major blame for this state of affairs and was 
described as having “reached a critical stage ... on the point of total 
breakdown.” 87 Ghosh also says that an “attitude of neglecting Party 
jobs, an attitude bordering on irresponsibility, is one of the appalling 
shortcomings that came to the forefront in the Party Congress, most 
strikingly in the political preparations for it.” 88 Finally, he feels im¬ 
pelled to apologize for the fact that differences within the Party, some 
of which we have just discussed, had been “allowed to accumulate” 
so “that there was no escape from them at the Party Congress: they 
had to be faced and thrashed out”; 89 and he blames this on an “attitude 
of indifference and even liberalism . . . towards differences, towards 
deviations from the Party line.” 90 However, while a better organized 
party would no doubt have been able to squelch or compromise these 
differences before they came out into the open at the Congress, they 
had, as we have seen, persisted in one form or another since the adop¬ 
tion of the neo-Maoist strategy in its peaceful form early in 1951 and 
are, indeed, of the kind that one would expect to arise under that 
strategy. 

The CPI in 1954 and the three strategies of Communism . It would 
be a mistake to assume that the men whom we have in the course of 
our story met as the leaders of the CPI during the various periods when 
it followed its different strategies are principled enough still to adhere 
to the strategies that they championed while they were in power. We 

# Political Resolution , p. 33. Ghosh, On the Work of the Third Congress of the 
Communist Party of India (New Delhi: Jayant Bhatt, 1954), p. 19, gives the CPI’s 
strength as “50,000 members and about 20,000 candidates,” indicating that it was not 
even approaching the strength of 90,000 listed early in 1948 and dissipated in the 
three subsequent years of violent tactics and factionalism. 
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have ourselves seen that Joshi, the “right” leader, became an advocate 
of peaceful neo-Maoism long before the Party leadership then in power 
realized that this was the “correct” line to take; that Ranadive, the 
“left” leader, was quite willing to switch to neo-Maoism in order to 
maintain himself in power; and that Rajeshwar Rao, the “violent neo- 
Maoist” leader, was apparently himself involved in carrying out the 
Party's turn to peaceful neo-Maoism. They all seemed to be converted 
to this latter strategy of the CPI and, at most, displayed their individ¬ 
uality by taking different stands on issues arising within this strategy. 
However, in the mind of the Party’s rank and file and of the general 
public they remain identified with the strategies in effect when they 
led the CPI, and for this reason their position in the Party, as revealed 
at the Third Congress, may be regarded as symbolic of the position 
occupied by the CPI in 1954 in relation to the three strategies of Com¬ 
munism. Ajoy Ghosh, who led the Party since its adoption of peaceful 
neo-Maoism, appeared, after his return from Moscow, to be more 
firmly in the saddle than ever. 91 Rajeshwar Rao, the leader of the 
Andhra Communists, continued as a member of the CPI’s top leader¬ 
ship. 92 On the other hand, both P. C. Joshi and B. T. Ranadive 
remained outside the Central Committee. However, while Ranadive 
was not even a delegate to the Third Congress, 93 Joshi’s influence was 
said to be increasing, and he was reported to have declined a seat in 
the Central Committee as a gesture of unity. 94 

That neo-Maoism in its peaceful form continued to be the policy 
of the Indian Communist Party was, in any case, clear from the pro¬ 
nouncements of the Third Congress, and Ghosh's strengthened posi¬ 
tion merely confirms this conclusion. Rajeshwar Rao’s uninterrupted 
continuance in the Party’s leadership, as contrasted to the position of 
the other two deposed General Secretaries, Joshi and Ranadive, indi¬ 
cates that differences between the violent and peaceful forms of one 
strategy are considered much less important by the Communists than 
differences between strategies. While the neo-Maoist strategy was thus 
firmly entrenched in the CPI in 1954, with its peaceful form dominant, 
both the “right” and the “left” strategies were rejected. The “left” 
one, however, was rejected much more decisively not, it appears, be¬ 
cause, as was widely concluded from Ranadive’s exclusion from the 
Congress, it had been applied in its violent form during the latter’s 
rule—for in that case Rajeshwar Rao, who had been no less violent 
than Ranadive, would also have had to be excluded—but because of 
its negative attitude towards the bourgeoisie, which is its main point 
of difference from the neo-Maoist strategy. The “right” strategy, on 
the other hand, agrees with the neo-Maoist one on the desirability of 
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cooperation with the bourgeoisie, but differs from it in its approach 
to the bourgeois and socialist parties, substituting that “from above" 
for the neo-Maoist one “from below." Though still rejected, it seemed 
likely in J954 that this strategy was somewhat closer to the CPI s neo- 
Maoism than was the anti-bourgeois “left" strategy. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


I. Summary 

The story of the development of Indian Communist Party strategy 
having been set forth in some detail, it may be useful to summarize it 
here and present some general conclusions which have explicitly or 
implicitly emerged at various points in this study. 

The three strategies of Communism. It has been our purpose to 
trace the evolution of the strategy of the Communist Party of India 
and to determine the roles of Moscow and Peking in that process. To 
do this it has been necessary to distinguish clearly between the various 
Communist strategies according to a scheme of classification which is 
illustrated and validated by our study. The “right" strategy regards 
imperialism and feudalism (or, in western countries, fascism) as the 
Communists' main enemies and therefore envisages first a bourgeois- 
democratic and only later a proletarian-socialist revolution. It calls 
for an alliance of the Communist party with anti-imperialist and anti- 
feudal (or anti-fascist) parties, both labor and bourgeois, that is, a 
united front “from above" or popular front. The “left" strategy, on 
the other hand, considers capitalism and the native bourgeoisie to be 
enemies at least as important as foreign imperialism and feudalism 
and therefore looks forward to an early socialist revolution merging 
with or even skipping the bourgeois-democratic revolution. It seeks 
a united front “from below" by appealing to workers and also the 
petty bourgeoisie and poor peasantry as individuals or in local organi¬ 
zations to leave labor and bourgeois parties and work with the Com¬ 
munists and by denouncing the leaders of these parties as traitors to 
their followers. 

During World War II the Chinese Communists developed a third 
strategy which we call the neo-Maoist strategy. Like the “right" 
strategy, it primarily opposes imperialism and feudalism and thus 
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expects two separate revolutions. Also like the '‘right” strategy, it 
seeks an alliance of workers, peasants, petty bourgeoisie, and the anti- 
imperialist bourgeoisie; but, unlike the “right” and like the “left” 
strategy, it approaches these groups not “from above” through their 
principal parties but “from below” in opposition to these parties. 
Thus, the Communist jtarty itself now claims to be the true representa¬ 
tive of the interests not only of the exploited classes but also of the 
capitalists. A united front from below including sections of the bour¬ 
geoisie is the characteristic distinguishing the neo-Maoist strategy from 
its “right” and “left” predecessors. Either violent or peaceful methods 
may be combined with any of the three strategies. Although impor¬ 
tant, such methods arc mere tactics and therefore not a principal 
criterion for the classification of Communist strategies. 

CPI strategy from its beginnings to 1917. The Communist Party 
of India (CPI) has always sought to follow the lead of Moscow in 
making changes in its strategy, although it has not always been equally 
quick or successful in doing so. Organized in 1933 during a “left” 
period of international Communism, the CPI, following the strategy 
of the united front from below, violently denounced the National 
Congress and particularly its left wing as a bourgeois organization, 
only to shift, after Moscow shifted to the “right” strategy in 1935, to 
a policy of unity from above with the Congress and Congress Socialist 
Parties. The Stalin-Hitlcr Pact of 3939, opposed by the Communists’ 
anti-fascist Popular Front partners in the West, also brought about a 
shift back to the “left” strategy in India. The Nazi invasion of Russia 
in 1911 once more returned the international line to the “right” 
strategy, changing the war from an “imperialist” one to a “people's 
war,” and forcing the reluctant CPI into cooperation, this time not 
with the anti-British Congress and Socialists but with the British, until 
then regarded as “imperialists,” against Germany and Japan. 

In the immediate postwar years, and in keeping with the continu¬ 
ance of the Soviet alliance with the West, Moscow still favored the 
“right” strategy of cooperation between the Communists and major 
labor and bourgeois parties, but, not being vitally interested in Asia 
at that time, Moscow gave little specific guidance to the CPI. The 
latter, therefore, by and large sought a united front from above with 
both the Congress, or at least its “progressive” (Nehru) wing, and the 
Muslim League, but was so unsure of its proper course that in August 
1946 it suddenly shifted to the “left” strategy of the united front from 
below against these organizations—only to revert to the “right” strategy 
by the end of the year and to continue to adhere to it until the end 
of 1947. 



Summary 185 

The shift from the “right” strategy, 1917. In 1947, with the deterio¬ 
ration of Soviet relations with the West, Moscow gave up the “right" 
strategy for international Communism. A session in June 1947 of the 
Soviet Academy of Sciences strongly denounced the entire Congress, 
including Nehru, as an ally of imperialism and opposed to it an anti- 
imperialist movement led by the Communists. This session, however, 
also marked the emergence of a disagreement, probably not even 
noticed at the time. One view, represented by the academicians 
Dyakov and Balabushevich, identified the entire bourgeoisie with im¬ 
perialism and thus favored a return from the “right” to the “left” 
strategy with its proletarian, anti-capitalist approach. The other, 
advanced by Zhukov, the head of the Academy's Pacific Institute, con¬ 
demned only the “big” bourgeoisie and thus left the way open for a 
united front from below 7 , including some sections of the bourgeoisie, 
against the Congress. This latter view represents the first appearance, 
at least in relation to India, of the neo-Maoist strategy in Moscow. 

Zhdanov's report to the first Com inform meeting of September 1947 
was the chief signal from Moscow for the abandonment of the “right” 
strategy, but it said little about Asia and failed to make clear whether 
the “left” or the neo-Maoist strategy was to succeed the “right” one. 
The Zhdanov speech, however, was given a clearly neo-Maoist inter¬ 
pretation by Zhukov in an important article applying it to the colonial 
areas that openly advocated the inclusion of sections of the bour¬ 
geoisie in the united front from below. Nevertheless, Dyakov and 
Balabushevich continued to champion the “left” strategy in India, 
and the Cominform journal, intentionally or unintentionally, con¬ 
cealed Mao Tse-Lung’s pro-capitalist statements in its report of his 
speech of December 1947. T he uncertainty as to which of the two 
strategies should be followed was not resolved at the Calcutta Southeast 
Asia Youth Conference of February 1948, which served to popularize 
the shift away from the “right” strategy among the Asian Communist 
parties. 

In December 1947, as a reaction to the Zhdanov speech and six full 
months after the session of the Academy of Sciences, the CPI Central 
Committee met to execute what it interpreted to be the change of line 
desired by Moscow. “Leftist” by nature and probably quite ignorant 
of the neo-Maoist strategy, the CPI leadership was not bothered by 
or even aware of Moscow’s indecision and substituted a full-fledged 
“left” strategy for the discarded “right” one. Its resolution sharply 
attacked both the entire Congress and the entire bourgeoisie as allies 
of imperialism, favored a united front from below against these, looked 
forward to an early anti-capitalist revolution, and implied that the 
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use of violent methods was in order. The CPI leadership thus lined 
up with Balabushevich and Dyakov in Moscow, but it is more likely 
to have misunderstood Zhukov than to have opposed him, and certainly 
must have been sure that it was correctly interpreting the Zhdanov 
speech and therefore enjoying Moscow's support. 

The “left” strategy in India , 1948-1949. The new “left" policy was 
confirmed by the Second Congress of the CPI in March 1948, where 
Joshi was replaced as General Secretary by Ranadive, a man fanatically 
convinced that the Zhdanov speech heralded a sharp turn of Moscow 
to the “left" and the imminent outbreak of revolution in India and 
throughout the world. Moscow maintained virtually complete silence 
on the Second Congress, obviously displeased with or uncertain about 
it for some reason. Throughout 1948 it neither clearly approved nor 
disapproved of the CPI's new “left" strategy. Both the “left" and the 
neo-Maoist strategies continued to find advocates in Moscow, indi¬ 
cating that the differences between them had still not been recognized 
as important. 

After his assumption of power in the CPI, Ranadive embarked on 
a policy of violent strikes and terrorism, especially in large urban areas, 
which resulted in heavy loss of support for the Party and growing 
dissatisfaction and factionalism within it. The Andhra Provincial 
Committee of the CPI, in charge of the Communist-led peasant upris¬ 
ings in the backward Telengana district of Hyderabad, submitted an 
anti-Ranadive document to the Politburo in June 1948 advocating the 
neo-Maoist strategy. Basing itself completely on the Chinese Commu¬ 
nist example, it stood for both the specifically Chinese elements of that 
strategy—rural guerrilla warfare and chief reliance on the peasantry— 
and its essential elements: concentration on imperialism and feudalism 
as the main enemies, a revolution in more than one stage, and the 
inclusion of a section of the bourgeoisie as well as the “middle" and 
even the “rich" peasantry in the united front from below. 

Ranadive replied with a series of Politburo statements drawn up at 
the end of 1948 and published between January and July 1949. In them 
he took an uncompromising “left" position, insisting on the Soviet 
Union as the chief example for the CPI, on the expectation of an 
early socialist revolution, and on regarding the Indian bourgeoisie 
rather than foreign imperialism and feudalism as the main enemy. 
Ranadive's united front from below against the Congress, therefore, 
could be based only on the urban and rural proletariat and the poor 
peasantry and could include some middle peasants and petty bourgeois 
elements, but not any part of the bourgeoisie or the rich peasantry. 
While the issue between the neo-Maoist and the “left" strategies was 



187 


Summary 

thus clearly joined in the CPI, Ranadive did not attack the Andhra 
Committee’s advocacy or the Chinese example of the use of violent 
methods, although he continued to place his emphasis on urban rather 
than rural violence. 

Ranadive also assailed various unnamed other Communist parties 
and certain elements in the CPI for their “revisionism.” In the Polit¬ 
buro statement published in July 1949 he not only characterized the 
Andhra document as “anti-Leninist” but went so far as to attack Mao 
Tse-tung himself by name, ridiculing the assertion that Mao was an 
authoritative source of Marxism, mentioning him in one breath with 
Tito and Browder, and describing some of his passages advocating the 
promotion of capitalism as “horrifying” and “reactionary and counter¬ 
revolutionary.” Clearly, Ranadive must have felt sure of Moscow's 
support. Whether he actually enjoyed it and whether Moscow 7 or one 
faction in Moscow was opposed to Mao and approved of or even 
encouraged Ranadive's attack on Mao are questions on which we can 
only speculate. 

The shift to the neo-Maoist strategy 9 1949-1950. Whatever may 
have been Moscow's attitude toward Mao, it is clear that by the middle 
of 1949, even before Ranadive launched his assault on Mao, the dech 
sion between the “left” and the neo-Maoist strategies had finally, after 
two years of uncertainty, been made in Moscow in favor of the latter. 
The adoption of the neo-Maoist strategy is marked by the publication 
in Pravda in June 1949 of a vigorous assertion by Liu Shao-chi that 
all Asian Communist parties must cooperate with sections of the bom> 
geoisie and by a number of reports to the Soviet Academy of Sciences 
in which not only Zhukov, but also the former adherents of the “left” 
strategy, Dyakov and Balabushevich, now favor the inclusion of some 
bourgeois elements in the united front from below. 

With Ranadive now committed to an extreme “left” strategy and 
Moscow having settled on the neo-Maoist strategy, a showdowm became 
inevitable. The Peking WFTU Conference of November 1949 pro¬ 
claimed that the use of the neo-Maoist strategy w r as now obligatory for 
all Asian Communist parties, defining it clearly as the inclusion of 
sections of the bourgeoisie in the united front, wdiile requiring the use 
of armed force only ‘Vherever and whenever possible.” Even this call 
was completely ignored by Ranadive, who continued with his “left” 
strategy, thus necessitating a more direct intervention by Moscow. 
This finally came in the form of an editorial in the Cominform 
journal of January 27, 1950, telling the CPI to take the “Chinese path” 
of forming the broadest united front with all anti-imperialist classes 
and elements, but again mentioning the use of armed force only in 
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connection with countries other than India. Openly deprived of 
Moscow’s support, Ranadive’s fate seemed to be sealed, but from 
February through April 1950 he fought desperately to retain the 
Party’s leadership by issuing statements combining decreasing doses 
of self-justification with increasing doses of self-criticism. Moscow 
would not acknowledge them, however, thus permitting his intra- 
Party enemies to press forward to the kill. During May and June 
1950 the Central Committee met and Ranadive was replaced by 
Rajeshwar Rao, the leader of the Andhra Communists. The neo- 
Maoist strategy was taking the place of the “left” strategy. 

The shift from violent to peaceful. neo-Maoism , 1950-1951. The 
CPI’s new leadership, deeply committed to the type of peasant guerrilla 
warfare it had been carrying on in Telengana, and misunderstanding 
Moscow’s and Peking’s references to the “Chinese path” as including 
the specifically Chinese Communist tactics as well as the essential four- 
class element of the neo-Maoist strategy, championed that strategy in 
its violent form. Although the Party, already brought to the brink 
of ruin under Ranadive’s leadership, disintegrated further as a result, 
no advice was forthcoming from Moscow; and a warning in June 1950 
from Peking against the necessary identification of the use of armed 
force with the neo-Maoist strategy was ignored by the CPI. Finally, 
in December 1950 Palme Dutt, who had in years past often served as 
Moscow’s voice for the CPI, wrote an open letter to the Party advising 
it to concentrate on building a broad united front and a strong peace 
movement and, in effect, to shift to a policy of peaceful neo-Maoism. 
In the same month the CPI’s Central Committee met and reconstituted 
the Politburo to include adherents of peaceful neo-Maoism. Party 
statements made at this meeting and in subsequent months underline 
the ascendancy of this latter policy with their emphasis on the need 
for a broad united front and a strong peace movement and their 
repeated condemnation of sectarianism. 

Adherence to peaceful neo-Maoism was made explicit in April 1951 
when a statement of policy specifically rejected the Chinese model of 
peasant guerrilla warfare for the CPI (though not the use of violence 
in principle in the more distant future) while retaining the essential 
four-class approach of the neo-Maoist strategy. From that point on, 
after at least a year and a half of divergence, CPI policy has again 
coincided with the Moscow line. During the next few months the 
change of policy was confirmed by a change in the CPI leadership, 
which placed the Party’s present General Secretary, Ajoy Ghosh, in 
power, and by a CPI directive ending the fighting in Telengana. The 
Soviet and international Communist press expressed its approval of 
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the CPI's new line; and, at a session in November 1951 of the Soviet 
Academy of Sciences, both Zhukov and Balabushevich stated explicitly 
that India could not follow the Chinese model of armed struggle but 
must adhere to the four-class strategy. 

The peaceful neo-Maoist strategy in India, l‘) t >2-1954. Develop¬ 
ments during the post-1951 period, culminating in the CPI's Third 
Congress in January 195*1, both confirmed the Party’s adherence to 
peaceful neo-Maoism and brought out some of the difficulties faced by 
the CPI in executing that strategy. The most pervasive among these 
seemed to be “sectarianism,” that is, the reluctance of Party members 
to cooperate with the many non-Communist elements who must be 
drawn into the neo-Maoist united front. Another was the tendency 
to form that united front primarily from above, by entering into alli¬ 
ances with various relatively small “left” parties, rather than from 
below by winning away members from the major anti-Communist 
parties, the Congress and the Socialists. Still another problem, related 
to that of sectarianism, was that oi continued hostility in the Party 
towards the broad non-Party peace movement which the Communists 
have sought to build up since 1951. America being the main target 
of the peace movement, hostility in the Party took the form of pointing 
to Britain rather titan the United States as the CPI's main enemy at 
the Third Congress. Since the Party approves and seeks to encourage 
any anti-American tendencies of the Nehru government, the leader¬ 
ship was prevented from taking too firm an anti-American, as distin¬ 
guished from an anti-British, stand; it characterized both countries as 
main enemies—lest it land the Party in a position of supporting Nehru. 
Much as Moscow may be on the anti-American side in this anti-U. S. 
versus anti-Britain controversy in the CPI, the situation was not—or not 
yet—considered ripe for a return to the “right” strategy of the united 
front from above with Nehru.* The united front from below against 
the Congress and Socialist Parties was to be as broad as possible and 
to include capitalists. A return to the “left” strategy seemed therefore 
in 1954 to be out of the question. The CPI continued committed, as 
it had been since 1950, to the neo-Maoist strategy. 

II. Conclusions 

Neo-Maoism—a new Communist strategy. Our study has demon¬ 
strated that there are three strategies of Communism, and that what 
we here call the neo-Maoist strategy is new and different from both 
the older “left” and “right” strategies. In its beginnings on the inter- 

* See pp. 174-175, above, for 1955-1956 postscripts on this point. 
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national Communist scene, in the years 1947 and 1948, because of the 
sharp contrast between it and the “right” strategy, which it succeeded, 
the neo-Maoist strategy was often confused with the “left” strategy. 
The Zhdanov speech, which heralded the abandonment of the “right” 
strategy, was widely regarded both by Communists, such as the CPI 
leaders, and by non-Communist observers as inaugurating a “left” 
period. Moscow 7 itself did not seem to appreciate the differences be¬ 
tween the “left” and the neo-Maoist strategics until 1919. More 
recently, although there has in fact been no intervening shift in Com¬ 
munist strategy, there has been a tendency to confuse the neo-Maoist 
strategy with the “right” strategy of the popular front because of the 
breadth of appeal that both have in common. Two years of bitter 
open conflict between Ranadive and the Andhra Communists (turning 
on the nature of the main enemy, the possible allies of the Communists, 
and, in particular, on the question whether the native bourgeoisie was 
to be regarded as one or the other) and the continued rejection in 
recent years of the “left” strategy with its anti-bourgeois appeal prove 
beyond doubt that the neo-Maoist strategy is not identical with the 
“left” strategy although both use the approach of the united front 
from below. The continued antagonism beyond 1950 of the CPI 
towards the Congress and the Socialists, who would be its allies under 
the “right” strategy, demonstrates equally clearly that, although both 
involve cooperation with the bourgeoisie against imperialism and 
feudalism, the neo-Maoist strategy is not identical with the “right” 
strategy cither. 

We have pointed out that the use of violent methods is not a special 
characteristic of any one of the three strategies but may or may not 
accompany any of them. The Telengana uprising, which began in 
1946, is a case in point. It continued through 1947, when the “right” 
leadership of the CPI spoke of it as anti-imperialist and anti-feudal but 
not anti-bourgeois or anti-Congress; through 1948-1949, when the 
“left” CPI leadership hailed it as a fight against the bourgeoisie and 
the Congress as well as against imperialism and feudalism; and through 
1950, when the neo-Maoist CPI leadership said that it was directed 
against imperialism and feudalism as well as the Congress but not 
against the bourgeoisie. It was called off in 1951 when the neo-Maoist 
strategy began to be applied in its peaceful form. The termination 
of the Telengana fighting, the CPI's practice since 1951, and Mos¬ 
cow's and Peking’s explicit statements to that effect all underline the 
fact that even the neo-Maoist strategy, which in view of its Chinese 
origin is so often associated with the use of violence, can, like the 
“right” and the “left” one, be used peacefully. 
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Neo-Maoism—the Communist strategy of the cold war . We have 
examined a sufficient number of Soviet documents to trace the outline 
of the gradual adoption of the neo-Maoist strategy in Moscow in the 
period from 1947 to 1919. Further light could be thrown on the 
process by which this took place and on the motives underlying it by 
a more thorough study of Soviet documents and by investigations of 
the strategy changes of Communist parties other than the CPI and of 
international Communist organizations such as the World Federation 
of Trade Unions. While this remains to be done, it appears that the 
neo-Maoist strategy is essentially the reaction of international Com¬ 
munism to the cold war. 

In 1917, with the beginning of the cold war, the “right" strategy of 
cooperation with the principal bourgeois and labor parties and with 
the governments formed by them was given up, since these were gener¬ 
ally pro-American. During the next two years it developed that the 
“left" alternative to the “right" strategy, which was advocated by some 
in Moscow and was being fanatically followed by the CPI leadership, 
had certain disadvantages from Moscow’s point of view. By regarding 
capitalism as an enemy, it unduly limited the range of the Communists’ 
potential supporters to the so-called exploited classes—the workers, the 
poor peasantry, and some petty bourgeois elements—while in Moscow’s 
eyes there was no reason, except the negligible one of Marxist theory, 
why exploiters too should not be mobilized on its side. Furthermore, 
the “left" strategy, though traditionally “internationalist," entailed the 
serious danger that each Communist party would concentrate, as the 
CPI did in 1948 and 1949, on the bourgeoisie in its own country as its 
main enemy, to that extent ignoring Moscow’s main enemy, the United 
States.* 

The neo-Maoist strategy, on the other hand, is admirably suited to 
the needs of Soviet foreign policy. Under it the Communists frankly 
invite the cooperation of “all classes, parties, groups, organizations and 
individuals," including capitalists and even feudal elements, the sole 
test of their eligibility being friendliness to the Soviet Union and antag¬ 
onism to the United States. While the neo-Maoist approach to other 
parties is generally one “from below," that is, antagonistic, it can, in 
conformity with the dominant anti-American motive behind the 

• Looked at in this light, the condemnation of Ranadive by his neo-Maoist 
enemies as both a Trotskyite and a Titoist makes some sense, apart from the com¬ 
mon Communist tendency to associate all deviationists with both chief devils of 
Communism during the Stalinist period: internationalist, “leftist” Trotskyism leads 
to putting one’s own enemies ahead of those of the Soviet Union (once the latter’s 
enemy is no longer capitalism), to a form of nationalism, i.e., to Titoism. 
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strategy, be changed to one “from above” where a non-Communist 
party becomes sufficiently anti-American and pro-Soviet, thus consti¬ 
tuting a return to tlte “right” strategy in relation to that party. In 
any case, the Communist party's direct appeal to the bourgeoisie is 
likely to continue. 

Since the neo-Maoist strategy is the strategy of international Com¬ 
munism for the cold war, it is not surprising that, like its “left” and 
“right” predecessors, it has found application throughout the non- 
Communist world. The Communist parties of Southeast Asia have 
obviously followed the Chinese model, in some instances adopting even 
the specifically Chinese features of the Maoist strategy—reliance on the 
peasantry and on guerrilla warfare. The Communists of all under¬ 
developed countries, notably of Asia and Latin America, have openly 
based themselves on the so-called four-class strategy which requires an 
appeal to the “national” bourgeoisie “from below,” as against the major 
“bourgeois” parties, which is the essential characteristic of the neo- 
Maoist strategy. Even the Communist parties of Western Europe and 
the United States, however, are following that strategy, for they, 
too, concentrate on the American enemy and they, too, more or less 
openly, seek to include sections of the bourgeoisie in their united front 
from below. 

Marxism . Leninism and neo-Maoism. Under the neo-Maoist strategy 
the Communist party claims to be the true representative of the inter¬ 
ests not only of the workers but also of the capitalists. In its propa¬ 
ganda it emphasi/es the interests held in common by workers and 
capitalists as against foreign imperialists. In brief, the cold war has 
taken the place of the class struggle. It is obvious that this substitution 
is a complete perversion of Marxism; but it is only a logical develop¬ 
ment of Leninism. To Marx and Engels the party was, along with the 
trade unions, only a tool of the working class in its class struggle; and 
therefore, like the unions, it could not rely on groups which, by Marx¬ 
ian definition, were the enemies of the workers. Lenin, however, 
sharply departed from Marxism when he divorced the party from 
the working class and, in effect, made the latter the tool of the former. 
Once this step was taken, there was no longer any reason why some 
other class too could not become the tool of the party. It could be the 
peasantry, as it clearly was in China, or it could even be the capitalists, 
as is now possible under the neo-Maoist strategy. The end of the 
Marxian party, the class struggle, has been superseded by the means, 
the party in its quest for power. 

Sectarianism and the peace movement . The top Communist party 
leaderships have been sufficiently opportunist as well as subservient to 
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Moscow to adopt the new strategy. However, it is not surprising, in 
view of a long upbringing on class struggle doctrines, that they have 
met with some resistance or at least reluctance <?n the part of some 
of the rank and file and the subsidiary leadership. Such opposition, 
referred to as sectarianism by the Communists, is a deep-seated problem 
for them. By and large, Communists are naturally inclined to be sec¬ 
tarian. The “left" strategy of antagonism to both the entire bour¬ 
geoisie and the bourgeois and labor parties, although it has been 
applied only briefly since 1935 and may never be used again, is un¬ 
doubtedly more to their liking than either the “right" strategy of 
cooperation with non-Communist parties or the neo-Maoist strategy 
of cooperation with capitalists. 

The problem of sectarianism has in recent years arisen particularly 
in relation to the “peace" movement which, with its concentration on 
the United States as the main enemy and its approach to all elements 
of the population regardless of class, is closely related to the neo-Maoist 
strategy. The difficulty arises from the fact that Communists, being 
totalitarian, basically divide the world into black and white, into 
friends completely on their side and enemies completely opposed to 
them. The peace movement, however, is designed as an appeal to 
neutralists of various shades rather than to Communists. The Com¬ 
munists can bring themselves to make such an appeal only with great 
difficulty, since cooperation with people who say “a plague on both 
your houses" is really too much to expect from the inhabitants of one 
of the houses. The result is a persistent tendency on the part of 
Communists, forever denounced in party resolutions, either to look 
down on or ignore the peace movement or to run it as an organiza¬ 
tion of the Communist party, thus greatly reducing its appeal to non- 
Communists. 

Moscow, Peking , and the CPI . For a Communist party to adhere to 
the neo-Maoist strategy is by no means tantamount to its acceptance 
of direction from Peking rather than from Moscow or to its being loyal 
to the Chinese rather than to the Soviet Communists. The neo-Maoist 
strategy has been followed by Communist parties in areas far removed 
from any possible Chinese Communist sphere of influence, such as 
Latin America. As we have seen in the Indian Party history, not only 
did Ranadivc, who rejected the neo-Maoist strategy, feel that he could 
publicly insult Mao in 1949 and ignore Liu’s policy directives at the 
end of that year, but the Andhra Communists, who sought to apply all 
aspects of the Chinese model in India, also paid no attention to advice 
from Peking. But the voice of Moscow, even if it did no more than 
repeat what Peking had said earlier, brought about the desired changes 
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in the Party line both at the beginning and at the end of 1950. The 
evolution of CPI strategy, as we have traced it, demonstrates beyond 
doubt that the Party's policy in the postwar years has been, as it was 
before the war, ultimately determined by Moscow's desires. Through¬ 
out this period the Chinese Communists were following the neo-Maoist 
strategy, but the CPI, like Moscow, adhered to the ‘‘right" strategy 
until 1947. The CPI abandoned this strategy after Moscow did, and 
finally, early in 1950, accepted the neo-Maoist strategy on orders not 
from Peking but from Moscow, shifting, again on instructions from 
Moscow, from its violent to its peaceful form early in 1951. 

While Moscow’s direction of the CPI is obvious, it is by no means 
clear that Peking has been contesting it. It is a significant fact that 
ever since 1949, when the Chinese Communists might possibly have 
begun to show an active interest in CPI allairs, Moscow and Peking 
have been recommending the same strategy to the Indian Communists, 
Moscow in fact often speaking through the Chinese Communists, as 
at the Peking WFTU Conference or by reprinting or quoting Chinese 
articles. No conflict between Moscow and Peking can thus be estab¬ 
lished through detecting differences in the strategies recommended by 
them to the CPI. This does not necessarily mean that there is no con¬ 
flict between Peking and Moscow over the direction of the CPI, but 
a study of Communist strategy in India does not reveal any at the 
present time. 

At least until Stalin's death, there did appear some differences 
between Peking and Moscow on the degree of originality attributed 
to the Maoist and neo-Maoist strategy. Chinese sources rightly tended 
to claim it as a creative development by Mao and the Chinese 
Communist Party, while Soviet writers generally described it as a 
mere application of Lenin’s and Stalin's teachings, supporting this 
view with quotations from Lenin and Stalin on the need for co¬ 
operation with anti-imperialist sections of the bourgeoisie. On closer 
inspection, however, these turn out to have advocated the united 
front from above with such "bourgeois" movements as the Kuomin- 
tang or the Indian Congress rather than a united front from below, 
including parts of the bourgeoisie, against such movements, which 
characterizes the neo-Maoist strategy. The differences between Moscow 
and Peking were relatively minor and subdued, however, each side 
even giving some space to the other’s point of view; and, whether 
original or not, the "Chinese path" has, since 1949, been recommended 
to the Asian Communist parties by Moscow quite as much as by Peking. 

The CPI in 1948 and 1949, under Ranadive's "left" leadership, pro¬ 
fessed to base itself primarily on the Russian example. In 1950, under 
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the Andhra Communists, it sought to apply all of the Chinese Com¬ 
munists’ methods in India, openly hailing them as its model. Since 
early 1951, when peasant guerrilla warfare, the specific Chinese char¬ 
acteristic of the Maoist strategy, was given up, the dangers of the 
mechanical application of either example to India have been empha¬ 
sized. Both countries arc now recognized as general models, Russia 
for the entire world and China for the underdeveloped areas, a formu¬ 
lation that conveniently leaves in doubt which of the two is regarded 
as primary. During no period, however, did the Indian Communists 
fail to welcome and describe in glowing terms the actual or supposed 
successes of either the Soviet or the Chinese Communists. Indeed, 
especially since 1919 when Moscow itself finally adopted the neo-Maoist 
strategy, there has been no reason at all why the Indian Communists 
should express any preference or even any noticeably greater degree 
of admiration for one of the two Communist powers. So long as Mos¬ 
cow and Peking maintain their appearance of complete amity, an 
Asian Communist party could only lose by following such a course. 
Facing no conflict between Moscow and Peking, the CPI is not incon¬ 
sistent in looking up to both and boasting about the supposed achieve¬ 
ments of both. It is as if a boy had been and continued to be greatly 
attached to and proud of his father but was now equally proud of his 
more recently successful older brother. An analysis of the CPFs propa¬ 
ganda would thus not even reveal that the Pat ty’s primary loyalty is 
to Moscow rather than Peking, as is suggested by our study of the 
evolution of its strategy, although neither approach can establish the 
existence of any conflict between Moscow and Peking over the direc¬ 
tion of the CPI. 

The nature of Moscow's control over Communist parties . We have 
now stated our conclusion that Moscow is directing the course of the 
CPI, but something must still be said about the nature of this direc¬ 
tion. Certain very tentative conclusions on this subject emerge from 
our study which, when regarded with due caution, probably throw 
some light on the interesting question of the relations between Moscow 
and the various Communist parties in the non-Communist world in 
general. We can draw our conclusions only from the Indian postwar 
experience, however, and there is a real question as to what extent 
one can safely generalize from that experience. It is possible, for 
example, that Moscow’s relations with a Communist party in a crucial 
area which is planning or immediately engaged in some decisive oper¬ 
ation such as a civil war or general strike may be much closer than 
those with the CPI have been. It is also likely that a party whose 
top leader or leaders spent years in Moscow may have closer contacts 
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even after their return to their homeland and may at least have a 
better understanding of Moscow’s thinking than is true of the Indian 
Party, whose leaders have no such background. There may also be 
connections between certain leaders and factions in each party and 
certain leaders and factions in Moscow, which may well play a decisive 
part in determining a Communist party’s relations with Moscow. 
Unfortunately, we know nothing definite about such connections and 
must therefore simply speak of “Moscow” as if no differences could 
exist among the Soviet leaders. In the one instance where we have 
clearly detected a dillerence of approach in Moscow—between the advo¬ 
cates of the “left” and the neo-Maoist strategics in 1947 and 1948—the 
difference was much more probably an unnoticed development due to 
lack of attention and ignorance of the decisive disagreement between 
the two than a reflection of a factional alignment among the Soviet 
leadership. 

Indeed, lack of knowledge, interest, and attention on the part of 
Moscow seem to be more important factors in its relations with Com¬ 
munist parties than is generally believed. Perhaps because of some 
craving for uniformity in totalitarian thought and its inability to 
comprehend the vast diversity of conditions in the non-Communist 
world. Communist strategy—in the broad sense of the word as we have 
used it, distinguishing only among three strategies—is, except during 
periods of transition from one to the other, always uniformly applied 
throughout the world regardless of its applicability in each country. 
It is determined by Moscow’s dominant foreign policy needs during any 
particular period, which, at least until about 1949, Moscow regarded 
primarily in the light of the situation in the West. The uniform appli¬ 
cation of a strategy throughout a non-uniform world often results in a 
particular Communist party’s having to follow a strategy seriously 
detrimental to its own interests, a fact no doubt known to, though not 
admitted by, both Moscow and the Communist parties and accepted 
by all in the name of “proletarian internationalism.” However, it 
can also cause a Communist party to pursue a line detrimental to 
Soviet interests themselves. 

Much of the development of the Indian Communists’ strategy illus* 
trates such results of Moscow’s ignorance of or lack of interest in their 
area. Thus, when by 1935 Moscow finally recognized fascism as an 
immediately more dangerous enemy than democratic socialism, hitherto 
referred to as “social fascism” by the Communists, the “left” policy of 
opposition to the labor and bourgeois Left was exchanged for the 
“right” policy of the Popular Front with these groups. In India also 
cooperation with the Congress and the Socialists now followed upon 
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years of denunciations; but the shift from “left" to “right," which had 
made sense in the West, where the Communists’ new allies were anti¬ 
fascist, made far less sense in India where they were more anti-British 
than anti-Nazi or anti-Japanese. Correspondingly, the return from 
the “right" to the “left" strategy upon the signing of the Stalin-Hitler 
Pact in 1939 was a necessity in tlie West, where Soviet amity with Nazi 
Germany was incompatible with Communist cooperation with anti- 
Nazi parties and governments. However, it was quite unnecessarily 
also executed in India, where the allies whom the CPJ now abandoned 
and denounced were, just like the new Soviet policy, anti-British. The 
next strategy switch, following the Nazi invasion of Russia, back to the 
“right" strategy of cooperation with anti-fascist governments and 
parties in the West was particularly disastrous for the CPI, which was 
subsequently for years unable to remove the stigma of having been 
allied with the British national enemy of India during a crucial period 
of India’s struggle for independence. This strategy of the CPI, which, 
unlike its predecessors, at least made sense in terms of Soviet foreign 
policy, was no doubt considered necessary in Moscow regardless of 
the cost to the CPI—but a more subtle approach might have reduced 
those costs. 

The period more fully covered in our study presents essentially the 
same story. The immediate postwar years furnish a particularly good 
illustration of Moscow's lack of interest in and ignorance of Indian 
affairs. Because the Soviet government, at least outwardly, continued 
cooperation with its war-time allies, and because Communist parties 
served in coalition governments with other parties, the Indian Party 
also was expected to follow the “right" strategy in those years. It was 
to cooperate with the Congress and Socialist leaders who, having just 
emerged from British jails which they had occupied while the Com¬ 
munists had operated legally with British blessings, had no desire at 
all to reciprocate the Communists’ overtures. In the first few months 
after the end of the war the CPI was even expected to combine an 
alliance with the Congress and Socialist parties with a not too un¬ 
friendly attitude towards the British; and throughout the period the 
united front from above was to include both the Congress and the 
Muslim League, elements bitterly at odds with each other. Moscow 
never bothered to furnish any guidance to the CPI on how to execute 
all these incompatible policies at the same time. The CPI was so 
bewildered and frustrated that for a few weeks or months in 1946 it 
even made a sudden and temporary switch from this impossible “right" 
to the “left" strategy, this being apparently the only instance in the 
CPI’s history when it made a strategy change not called for by Moscow. 
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Moscow's abandonment of the “right'’ strategy was expressed as 
early as June 1947 in relation to India; but no one seems to have 
troubled to call it to the CPI’s attention until Zhdanov’s report to the 
founding meeting of the Cominform finally reached the Party, causing 
it to return to the “left" strategy in December 1947. The composition 
of the Cominform and the contents of the Zhdanov speech, with its 
preoccupation with the West, made it abundantly clear that this 
strategy switch, too, had been a response to developments in the West. 
Thus the CPI was once again left to its own devices, evoking little 
interest or advice from Moscow, which itself failed to settle on a defi¬ 
nite alternative to the now abandoned “right" strategy. In the belief 
that it was executing Moscow's wishes, the CPI proceeded to follow a 
suicidal policy. Only in 1919, when Communist advances in Europe 
had definitely been stopped but, on the other hand, the Chinese Com¬ 
munists had won decisive victories, Moscow’s attention shifted to 
Asia and the neo-Maoist strategy was unanimously adopted and, with 
the cooperation of Peking, proclaimed as obligatory for all Asian Com¬ 
munist parties. Moscow also recognized that for its own good as well 
as that of the CPI the violent form of that strategy was inappropriate 
in India. 

The neo-Maoist strategy, like its predecessors, is now being applied 
on a world-wide scale; and it, too, has proved to be not equally suitable 
to conditions in all countries. Being the Communist strategy of the 
cold war, above all an anti-American strategy, it is most appropriate 
for use in countries where the government or major parties are pro- 
American. Where they are neutralist, the united front from below 
against them may be out of place, and some problems and doubts on 
this score have arisen in the CPI in relation to Nehru. Whether 
Moscow will be able to adjust to this situation remains to be seen. In 
India it has so far steered an indecisive course between the alternative 
extremes represented by Guatemala under the Arbenz regime and 
Indonesia, on the one hand, and Burma, on the other. With Moscow 
more and more inclined to support and foster rather than to look 
down on neutralism, it is becoming increasingly likely that, if a choice 
is to be made, the CPI will follow the path of the Communists in Indo¬ 
nesia, where the united front from above was substituted for that from 
below in relation to anti-American or neutralist parties and their gov¬ 
ernment, rather than that of Burma, where the Communists for years 
fought a civil war against a neutralist government.* 

It is clear, then, that Moscow, utterly opportunist in devising its 
strategies, has been rigid in applying them, whether they have been 
suitable or not, in all countries. Moscow practice obviously is not due 

* See the 1955-1956 postscripts on pp. 174-175, above, on this point. 
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to any adherence to principles. It results from concentration at any 
one time on one particular area of the world where a given strategy 
may be appropriate and from lack of interest in and ignorance of 
other areas where the Communist parties are simply expected to follow 
the general line. 

The extent of Moscow’s control over Communist parties . The extent 
to which Moscow directs Communist parties is probably related to the 
extent to which it is interested in and aware of conditions in their 
countries. Here, too, it may therefore be dangerous to generalize from 
the experience of the Indian Communists. Their experience suggests 
that Moscow prefers to give as little guidance as possible, interfering 
only when a Communist party is definitely moving in a direction unde¬ 
sirable from Moscow’s point of view, and even then not necessarily 
immediately. We have already mentioned that six months passed 
between the first indication of Moscow’s abandonment of the “right’' 
strategy lor India and the CPI’s corresponding action. An even longer 
period intervened between the time when Moscow settled on the neo- 
Maoist strategy and the point at which it was imposed on the CPI. 
Moreover, although from the beginning it was proclaimed in its peace¬ 
ful form for India, the neo-Maoist strategy was carried out in its violent 
form for nearly another year by the CPI before Moscow directed the 
CPI to change. Perhaps Moscow wants to avoid responsibility in case 
of failure and also hopes that factional struggles in a party may lead 
to the desired course without outside interference; and, where a party, 
such as the CPI, is in any case of limited usefulness to Soviet policy, 
Moscow simply does not bother to provide specific guidance. 

In any case, the direction furnished by Moscow seems to be largely 
negative, the party being guided to the desired goal by the gradual 
elimination of alternative courses. In 1947 the only thing made clear 
was that the “right” strategy of the united front from above, which 
international Communism had been following until then, was to be 
abandoned. What was to be substituted for it—specifically, whether 
the united front from below was to include or exclude the bourgeoisie 
—was left undecided. Since that time, although there has been a single 
relatively smooth evolution of strategy in Moscow, the corresponding 
development in the CPI has been interrupted by two upheavals, both 
caused as Moscow pushed the Party onto the “correct” course by elim¬ 
inating alternative courses which it happened to be following. At the 
end of 1947 the CPI had chosen the “left” rather than the neo-Maoist 
alternative (being quite ignorant of the latter) to the “right” strategy; 
but at the beginning of 1950, after it had ignored earlier hints, the CPI 
was told by Moscow that it had been wrong and was now to follow the 
neo-Maoist strategy. Although quite aware this time that two altema- 
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tives again presented themselves, Moscow failed to make clear which 
one—the peaceful or the violent one—it recommended to the CPI. The 
CPI chose the violent one, only to be told by the end of 1950 that it 
had again chosen wrongly and was to follow the peaceful one—which 
necessitated another shift in the Party’s line and leadership. 

The CPI’s choice now had been narrowed down to peaceful neo- 
Maoism, and only questions within this strategy could arise. The more 
the Party’s choice is narrowed, the less reason for Moscow’s interfer¬ 
ence remains; but it was always possible that on some subsidiary ques¬ 
tion, for example, whether Britain or the United States is the main 
enemy, Moscow might again proclaim which course was the wrong 
one—without specifying which of any remaining alternatives was the 
right one. The Indian Party furnishes a particularly good example 
of this type of negative guidance by Moscow. Each time after 1947 
when faced with a choice it chose what turned out to be the wrong line. 
Other parties, choosing the right one, saved Moscow the trouble of 
interfering, thus justifying Moscow’s hopes that negative guidance 
would be sufficient. 

In the Indian case, at least, the negative direction of policy has its 
parallel in Moscow’s negative influence on the selection of the leader¬ 
ship. The leader following the wrong course is removed, perhaps not 
so much directly by Moscow as by his rivals, who can attack him once 
he is deprived of Moscow’s support. But his successor is not always 
enthroned by Moscow. He may simply be the leader of the strongest 
rival faction in the party. Not having been chosen by Moscow, the 
new leader may not follow the Moscow line either. This has happened 
twice in postwar CPI history: when Ranadive, the leader of the “left” 
faction, succeeded Joshi, after the latter’s “right” strategy had been 
discarded; and again when Rajeshwar Rao, the leader of the Andhra 
Communists’ neo-Maoist opposition during the “left” period, suc¬ 
ceeded Ranadive. Whether the present leader, Ajoy Ghosh, came to 
power when violent neo-Maoism was disavowed by Moscow for India 
because he had headed the peaceful neo-Maoist faction earlier or be¬ 
cause he was simply picked by Moscow is not so clear. 

The transmission of strategy directives from Moscow to Communist 
parties . Finally, our study permits us to draw some partial conclusions 
as to how directives from Moscow are actually transmitted to a Com¬ 
munist party. There must be as many ways of doing this as there are 
ways of sending any message; and we do not know all of those used 
or the role they play. So far as general strategic guidance by Moscow 
is concerned, however—and this is the only type of guidance we have 
been able to trace in the postwar history of the CPI—it is clear that 
openly published directives are of primary importance. The clearest 
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examples are Zhdanov’s speech of September 1947, published in the 
Cominform journal of November 10, 1947, which caused the CPI to 
change from the “right” to the “left” strategy, and the Cominform 
editorial of January 27, 1950, which brought about the CPI’s switch 
from the “left” to the neo-Maoist strategy. Other openly published 
documents lliat played a large part in the formation ol postwar CPI 
strategy were reports to the Soviet Academy of Sciences, Liu Shao-chi's 
speech at the Peking WFTU Conference of November 1949 and proba¬ 
bly also his “Internationalism and Nationalism,” and Palme Dutt’s 
open letter of December 1950. This conclusion is not drawn simply 
from the fact that CPI strategy has shifted in line with the ideas ex¬ 
pressed in these writings. Indian Communists themselves have occa¬ 
sionally mentioned these documents as sources of their strategy, and 
they have constantly referred to the Zhdanov speech and the Comin- 
form editorial as such. 

Personal contacts, such as were afforded by the Calcutta Youth 
Conference of February 1918, the Peking WFTU Conference, and 
Harry Pollitt’s presence at the Third CPI Congress in January 1954, 
undoubtedly play their part in keeping the Party informed of Moscow’s 
thought; but, unlike some of the documents just mentioned, none of 
these three meetings brought about any change in CPI strategy—in two 
instances because the strategy desired by Moscow was already being 
followed, and in the case of the WFTU Conference because the CPI 
seemed unwilling to follow directives or unable to understand them. 
What the personal contacts there could not do was shortly afterward 
accomplished by the Cominform editorial of January 1950. 

The written, publicly available directives are never actually worded 
as orders from Moscow to a Communist party. At most they state 
that a party would be guilty of a mistake if it did not follow a certain 
policy, or, perhaps, even that it has already been mistaken in pursuing 
its present course. More often they are statements describing as already 
existing a situation that is, in fact, the one desired by Moscow. Such 
statements can easily be recognized as directives and are certainly recog¬ 
nized as such by the Communists. Thus, if a party following the anti¬ 
bourgeois “left” strategy suddenly reads in the Cominform journal that 
the working class in its country is forming a broad united front includ¬ 
ing sections of the bourgeoisie, it knows that the time has come for 
a shift to the neo-Maoist strategy. Even a studied omission may imply 
a directive. For example, beginning in 1949 India was consistently 
omitted from the list of Asian countries in which armed Communist 
violence was hailed or merely described, even though such violence 
was actually going on in India. This turned out to be a directive to 
the CPI to follow the neo-Maoist strategy in its peaceful form. Finally, 
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articles, especially in the Cominform journal, not dealing at all with 
a particular country may yet be tantamount to broad directives to the 
Communist party of that country. The uniformity of Communist 
strategy throughout the world is so much taken for granted that each 
party realizes that every other party is following its strategy not because 
it is particularly applicable to its country but because it is the Com- 
munist strategy that should at that time be followed by all Communist 
parties. Thus, for instance, articles in the Cominform journal by Latin 
American Communist leaders describing the strategies of their own 
parties are, and have been held by at least one Indian Communist 
leader to be, directives to the Indian Communist Party. 

Although Moscow’s directives are somewhat camouflaged, the ques¬ 
tion still arises as to why they should be issued in a form as freely 
available to the enemies of Communism as to the Communist leaders. 
It seems almost incredible that so secretive and conspiratorial a group¬ 
ing as international Communism should operate in such a way; yet 
there can be no question that it does—as well as in many other ways, 
no doubt. There are not only the instances in the CPI’s history but also 
similar instances elsewhere, for example, the ouster of Earl Browder 
from the leadership of the American Communist Party through a letter 
by Duclos in the French Communist periodical Les cahiers du com - 
munisrne , and the repudiation of NOsaka’s peaceful tactics in the 
Japanese Communist Party through the Cominform editorial of Jan¬ 
uary 6, 1950. A possible and probably partial explanation may be 
derived from a conclusion that we have reached earlier. If it is correct, 
as we have suggested, that Moscow often prefers to secure a party’s 
compliance with its wishes through the factional struggle in that 
party rather than by direct interference, then its policy directives must, 
indeed, be widely enough distributed to reach not only the party’s 
leadership but also the leaders of the other factions and even to some 
extent the rank and file. Only by thus publicly discrediting a party's 
current leadership or depriving it of Moscow's support can another 
faction be sufficiently strengthened to take control of the party and 
to institute the new policy. It is also possible that in some instances, 
whether the new policy is executed by a new leadership or by the old 
one, Moscow’s prestige must publicly be placed behind the change in 
order to gain for it a party’s support when its own leaders may not 
be able to command that support. Finally, if it should be true that 
Moscow likes to interfere as little as possible for fear of assuming too 
much responsibility, it is even conceivable that it may prefer a public 
article in obscure language as a medium of direction to a secretly 
transmitted directive which would necessarily have to be much more 
specific. 
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